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establishing the american political party in new mexico,
1848–1853
Phillip B. Gonzales

I

n mid-1849, Bvt. Lt. Col. George A. McCall returned from a brief sojourn
in Washington, D.C., to New Mexico where he was stationed, and found
that politics there were “the rage, engrossing the attention of all classes of
people.”1 As New Mexico was adjusting to a new national sovereign in 1848,
its political arena teemed with heated election campaigns, contests over
whether New Mexico should be a state or a federal territory, and citizen
challenges to federal administrative authority. This article explores the early
formation of political parties in New Mexico Territory prior to the Civil War.
Euroamericans who settled in the territory from the states and those native Nuevomexicanos who had welcomed the conquest strongly desired to
import U.S. political institutions that were more republican than those in
place when New Mexico was a federal department of Mexico.2 The more
liberal residents felt that Nuevomexicanos—especially since they formed the
overwhelming majority of the territory’s population—should participate in
American representative government.3
In the era of U.S. Manifest Destiny, many came to New Mexico convinced
that Nuevomexicanos were incapable of adjusting to U.S. democracy. In 1852
Phillip B. (Felipe) Gonzales received his doctorate in sociology from the University of California
at Berkeley in 1985. At the University of New Mexico he is professor of sociology and formerly
senior associate dean of the College of Arts & Sciences. He is the editor of Expressing New
Mexico: Nuevomexicano Creativity, Ritual, and Memory (University of Arizona, 2007), and
author of Forced Sacrifice as Ethnic Protest: The Hispano Cause in New Mexico and the Racial
Attitude Confrontation of 1933 (Peter Lang, 2001), as well as co-author of Sunbelt Working Mothers: Reconciling Family and Factory (Cornell, 1993).
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Col. Edwin Sumner, the notorious commander of the U.S. Army’s Ninth
Military Department (New Mexico Territory), touched off a firestorm when
he reported to Sec. of War Charles M. Conrad that Nuevomexicanos were
“thoroughly debased and totally incapable of self-government [with] no
latent quality about them that can ever make them respectable.”4 However,
the prevailing leadership in the territory decried any attempts to exclude
Nuevomexicanos from the U.S. political process. Once the letter was published and circulated throughout the territory, a group gathered in indignation
and complained to Pres. Millard Fillmore that Sumner had deeply offended
all New Mexicans. To recall Sumner, they believed, would be “hailed with
universal joy by the inhabitants of New Mexico.”5
Nevertheless, important questions remained about how to engage Nuevomexicanos as active, full political participants and achieve what political
scientist Jack Holmes has called the “political acculturation of Hispanic
New Mexico.”6 The introduction of political parties would play a central
role. During the Mexican period, Nuevomexicanos had not seen anything
like the U.S. party system, with its mass-based, formal, ritualized, and enduring political parties.7 In Mexico a stable party system was yet to develop:
sectional turmoil caused political parties to continually “re-emerge under
different guises as the ideologies of liberalism and conservatism fragmented
into dozens of divergent sects.”8
Historians have not fully addressed when the first U.S. political party
arrived in the territory, much less what role the political acculturation of
Nuevomexicanos might have played in its arrival. Historians have instead
maintained that for the first two to three decades after annexation, national
political parties were nonexistent in New Mexico and the early territory
was racked by extreme localized divisions. The dean of southwestern territorial history, Howard R. Lamar, instigated this steadfast view. He found
New Mexico’s early political scene dominated by “multitudinous factions”
that hopelessly split the territorial legislative assembly. The many factions
coalesced temporarily into two major “parties” only during the biennial
elections for U.S. congressional delegates. “Nothing could be more incorrect,” Lamar notes, “than to call the two groups [supporting the candidates]
Democrats or Whigs. These names had meaning only to the Americans
in New Mexico and even then the labels were often misleading.” Lamar
argues that when the Democrat Franklin Pierce was elected president in
1852, “many local Whigs conveniently took refuge under the rubric ‘National
Democrat.’ Those in opposition, for want of a better name, were called
‘states rights,’ ‘Douglas,’ ‘Buchanan,’ or regular Democrats. Rather than
parties, New Mexico had cliques, usually led by one man and generally
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organized for the specific purpose of winning an election or controlling
patronage.”9
Dutifully following Lamar’s lead, other historians have argued that traditional U.S. party organization had little importance in the territory, that national labels seldom entered New Mexico politics, and that parties represented
nothing more than personalities.10 Historian Gary L. Roberts emphasizes New
Mexico’s presumed isolation, which meant, among other things, that “party
connections had little meaning in terms of national issues or ideology, and for
most of the period prior to 1870, Hispanos regarded themselves as members
of the ‘Chaves Party’ or the ‘Gallegos Party’ or the ‘Perea Party’ rather than
as Democrats, Whigs or Republicans.” To Roberts, New Mexico politics in
the 1850s formed a “welter of local interests without a real party system.” He
adds, “Partisan advantage was the active ingredient” in these “interest politics,”
which ensured “a volatile system marked by intimidation and fraud.”11
The prevailing picture of New Mexico’s chaotic factionalism with no connection to national parties before and directly after the Civil War is simply
incorrect. Researchers have failed to see how strongly New Mexico politicians
desired to establish the U.S. party system in their territory. In 1853, for example,
New Mexico residents established a Democratic Party—as bona fide as was
possible in the rough-and-tumble frontier—that was revived every two years
in the elections for congressional delegates. These researchers have misled
themselves because the complexities of party dynamics in New Mexico’s
political process are not obvious in much of the primary evidence without
a comprehensive and tedious study of the territorial press (including important data appearing in the Spanish-language editions), which reveals New
Mexico’s political shift toward an American party system. Spanish-speaking
Nuevomexicanos steeped themselves in the movement to form an American
party in their homeland. The formation of a Democratic Party signaled New
Mexico’s political development and significantly advanced Nuevomexicanos’
acculturation into the overall political system of the United States.
The complicated phase of factionalism in New Mexico that immediately
followed U.S. annexation was not so much an anomalous vestige of Mexican
chaos as it was a necessary developmental stage toward the U.S. political party
standard. Analogously, the political historian Linda Kerber credits the emergence of the American Federalist Party to a pre-party “politics of opposition.”
In that period, public debate, town-square polemics, and group advocacy over
the issues of concern to the citizenry engendered the formation of a party organization where it had not existed before.12 In New Mexico, what historians
have generally characterized as a wheel-spinning time of personal conflict
actually provided a “partisan platform” for political party formation. If, as
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Richard Hofstadter argues, factional differences laid the foundation for parties
in the thirteen states and “taught Americans to argue, polemicize, legislate, and
on occasion to make compromises,” then such learning experiences likewise
influenced Nuevomexicanos, who used political parties to formulate their
collective interests as a newly incorporated minority in the United States.13
The core objective of this article is to document the formation of the New
Mexico territorial Democratic Party in connection with the congressional
delegate race in 1853. Along the way, it shows how the organizers of the new
party adopted the template of party organization that existed in the United
States as a whole. A prior condition of factional division not only set the stage
as a necessary element in the establishment of the Democratic Party of New
Mexico but also served as its partisan backbone. It also suggests the extent to
which New Mexico’s isolation broke down when leading U.S. Democrats and
Congress recognized New Mexico’s new Democratic Party. Most importantly,
it illustrates the critical role Nuevomexicanos played in the formation of a
two-party system in New Mexico.
To examine the issue of acculturation, it is imporant to first see how the
Spanish-surnamed citizens of New Mexico prepared themselves for entering
American electoral politics. Like the United States, Mexico was a republic,
and while the decision in Mexico City in 1836 to turn all federal units into
departments abrogated a system of popular suffrage, at the local level citizens
did have a semblance of the vote. For example, citizens elected their alcalde
(mayor) in the ayuntamiento (town council).14 In addition, a junta electoral
(a type of electoral college) selected delegates for a diputación (departmental
assembly), whose members, like those in the typical U.S. federal territory
legislature, represented the interests of district constituencies.15
In 1846 Brig. Gen. Stephen W. Kearny’s framework for a civil government,
known as the Kearny Code, called for a special election to form a U.S.-style
legislature and provided the first test for Nuevomexicano participation in
U.S. politics. Quite remarkably, a popular Nuevomexicano electorate was
generated by interim governor Donaciano Vigil, and an election was held
in October 1847. That December Nuevomexicano solons assembled in
the territorial legislature to pass laws under the guidance of a handful of
Euroamerican settlers despite the fact that New Mexico still belonged to
Mexico.16 Again in 1849, after New Mexico had become a U.S. territorial possession, a general election was held to name delegates to a convention that
would petition Congress to convert New Mexico from a military command
to an incorporated territory or a full-fledged state.17
The Compromise of 1850, which made New Mexico an incorporated
federal territory, mandated the organization of scheduled elections. The
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first U.S. governor of the territory, James S. Calhoun, came to New Mexico
as its superintendent of Indian affairs in 1849. In 1851, “with the precision of
a military commander,” he took the necessary steps to form a democratic
government “where none had existed.” He ordered the first New Mexico
census, apportioned districts for thirteen legislative senators and twenty-six
representatives, called for their elections and the election of a delegate to
Congress, and oversaw the first election to fill these offices. Nuevomexicanos
formed the majority of those elected to the first legislature, as they would
until the early twentieth century.18
As New Mexico’s electoral apparatus developed, informal but quite vocal factions did indeed dominate a field of partisan contention. Congress’s
declaration of a military administration for New Mexico in October 1848
following the end of the U.S.-Mexico War had provoked considerable civilian
resentment and exacerbated intensifying animosities between the Nuevomexicano populace and the U.S. soldiers occupying their homeland.19 Col.
John M. Washington (the military-civil governor until 12 October 1849) and
Col. John Munroe (commander from October 1849 to 3 March 1851) took
the brunt of hostility from New Mexico’s citizenry. In this regard, Lamar is
quite right that “resistance and debate over military rule resulted in the birth
of the first political parties in American New Mexico,” by which he means
pre-party factions.20
The political contention over military rule evolved into the question of
whether New Mexico should become a federal territory or a full-fledged
state. The army-backed “territorial party,” the first to gain power during the
military occupation, consisted of territorial and local officials dating to the
first Kearny government in 1846. It supported a seamless transition to a federal
territory. Their opposition, the “statehood party,” branded the territorialists
as corrupt villains supporting the military status quo. As U.S. sectionalism
intensified over the slavery question in the territories acquired from Mexico,
and as Texas, a slave state, doggedly pressed its old claim to New Mexico’s
land east of the Rio Grande, the statehood question grew in national concern. The trend of national leaders taking an interest in New Mexico at this
time belies historians’ claims of extreme political isolation. Missouri senator
Thomas Hart Benton and Whig presidents Zachary Taylor and Fillmore
actively supported the statehood party in their campaign to stop the spread
of southern slavery. Both Governor Calhoun and Colonel McCall played
emissary roles for the administration’s efforts to “advance” statehood for the
territory, showing one of the ways that New Mexico residents were tied to
the agendas of national leadership.21 The Compromise of 1850 stifled but did
not snuff out the contention over territorial or state status for New Mexico.22
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The Whig party comprised a third political grouping in the early territory. After Democratic president James K. Polk presided over the war with
Mexico and the subsequent U.S. absorption of Mexico’s vast northern territory,
Whig Taylor became president but died sixteen months into office. His vice
president, Fillmore, finished his term. Starting in 1849, mostly Whigs—some
“ardent” in their party loyalty—were appointed to federal offices in New
Mexico Territory. They included Sec. of the Territory John Greiner (who had
written William Henry Harrison’s presidential campaign song, “Tippecanoe
and Tyler Too”), governors Calhoun and William Carr Lane, and Associate
Justice James S. Watts of the territorial supreme court.23 Colonel Munroe was
the first Whig military commander assigned to New Mexico.24 District judges
Hugh N. Smith and Merrill Ashurst were also Whigs. Prominent Whigs who
were not presidential appointees included James L. Collins, Henry Connelly,
and Preston Beck.25
Had the Whigs united into a formal party, they might have steadied New
Mexico’s intense factionalism. Like true Whigs, however, they lacked the
requisite organizational skills and party discipline.26 Whigs tended to address
factional volatility by denouncing any and all manifestations of “party,” an
attitude derived from the early history of the American state that considered
the organized political party as a potentially self-serving conspiracy. As a
Santa Fe (N.Mex.) Weekly Gazette editor noted, the Whigs refused to draw
party lines, were “sticklers for no party action,” and postured to select men
“ostensibly according to their qualifications.”27 A mistrust of political parties,
along with fears of entrenched organized warfare, had prevailed among the
leading statesmen of the United States in the early years of the republic.28
While the Democratic Party operated with a sharp partisan bent and a demand
for party loyalty, the Whigs continued to advocate the antiparty principle. The
fear that intrigue and conniving politicians lay at the heart of the political party
was reinforced by the wild and wooly antagonism to the Masons. Preferring a
conglomeration of conscientious and virtuous men devoted to the common
weal, the Whigs opposed the selfish narrow-mindedness of a permanent party’s
interests.29 The trend continued in attenuated form to the 1850s. Taylor, for
example, proposed with great success to “stand above party.”30
In New Mexico, the antiparty spirit appeared clearly in the “large and
respectable” bilingual meeting at the Santa Fe Courthouse in 1851 to forward
county nominations for the territorial council and the House of Representatives.
Calling the first legislature “of paramount importance” for the “foundation
upon which the structure of the Government is to be built,” participants pledged
to support persons deemed “best fitted in ability and worthiness without regard
to party politics.” Seeing no democracy in party activism, attendees resolved
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that in selecting candidates, “the whole people have a right to be heard, and
their feelings and interests consulted.” Opposing factionalism, they would
“not tamely submit to caucus nominations and dictations made or emanating from private meetings, or from any source whatever, at which the whole
people have no right to be heard.”31 In another instance of Nuevomexicanos
sharing the Whig’s antiparty sentiment, Rep. José Serafín Ramírez y Casanoba
of Bernalillo County warned the territorial legislature against a devotion to
“false parties of personal views” and “private interests.” Ramírez yearned for
a clear Whiggish consensus among his colleagues that would “tend to the
common good.”32
Even if the territory’s Whigs had thought to form a party organization for
themselves, their national organization could not have supported it. In the
election of 1852, the Whigs suffered from severe internal dissension over the
New Mexico–Texas boundary dispute and the question of allowing slavery in
the western territories. Their lack of unity deprived potential counterparts in
New Mexico of a major organizational resource and discouraged a territorial
party affiliation.33 Nevertheless, the Whigs were useful adversaries for those
intending to form a territorial Democratic Party.
The deeper and more enduring factionalism pitted the “Mexican Party”
against the “American Party,” both so-called by their members at the time.34
These political aggregations had arisen before the start of the U.S.-Mexico
War in 1846. The American Party consisted of Nuevomexicanos and Euroamericans who wanted the political and cultural values of the United States
planted and cultivated in New Mexico soil. Elite Nuevomexicano families,
especially those who were linked to the Santa Fe trade with Missouri, sent
their children to American colleges and considered the United States the
progressive solution to New Mexico’s underdevelopment.35 Mexican Party
supporters, including the priest Antonio José Martínez, objected to what they
considered destructive American influences, such as the purchase of large
land parcels and the sale of alcohol and arms to Indians, often in collusion
with some Nuevomexicanos.
The American Party–Mexican Party split was present throughout the
U.S. Army occupation of New Mexico from 1846 to 1848. Mexican Party
agents, such as Miguel Chávez and Diego Archuleta, resisted the occupation. Violent action included the Taos Revolt in 1847, which took the life
of Charles Bent, the American governor appointed by Kearny to administer
the civil government of the occupation. Nuevomexicanos in the American
Party, such as Vigil and Antonio José Otero, however, collaborated with the
U.S. occupiers. Attempting to cultivate acceptance of the occupation among
the Nuevomexicanos, they assisted Kearny in forming a civil government for
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New Mexico in the late summer and fall of 1846 and, before the war’s end,
joined the call for annexation.36
After the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, the Mexican and American
parties crystallized in the territorial political process and formed the most
enduring political division in the territory. Those in the Mexican Party came
to recognize and legitimize the conquest of New Mexico, but they insisted
on placing the interests and rights of the majority Nuevomexicano populace
front and center in the development of public policy and on protecting the
Spanish-speaking natives from the unreasonable cultural and racist demands
of their Euroamerican conquerors. The American Party, in contrast, emphasized individualism, cultural Americanization, citizenship in the American
state, and market enterprise founded on the classic liberal interpretation of the
U.S. Constitution. Its members opposed explicit references to race in political
affairs and called for the civic and cultural assimilation of Nuevomexicanos.
Their assimilationism contrasted sharply with the protopluralism advanced
by the Mexican Party.
Significantly, Nuevomexicanos and Euroamericans enlisted on both
sides. The first and third appointed territorial governors, Calhoun and David Meriwether, and the first New Mexico delegate to Congress, Richard
Weightman, promoted Nuevomexicanos as an ethnic interest group. These
politicians sided with Facundo Pino, Hilario Gonzales, Fr. José Manuel Gallegos, Archuleta, Tomás Cabeza de Baca, and Miguel Sena y Romero, all
Nuevomexicanos who served in the territorial legislative assembly.37 In the
American Party, Joab Houghton, Judge Smith, Judge Ashurst, the Gazette
editors Collins and W. G. Kephart, and Governor Lane forged alliances with
the likes of Vigil, Antonio José Otero, Leandro Perea, and Ambrosio Armijo,
all well-to-do and powerful figures in their agrarian bailiwicks.38
After the military occupation ended in mid- to late 1850, the contention
between the Mexican and American parties rapidly escalated into a bitter
rivalry. The acrimony began when the Mexican Party took up the statehood
cause to foment a politics of ethnic “home rule,” in which Nuevomexicanos would run New Mexico as its majority.39 In the territorial legislature of
1852–1853, Mexican Party members objected to the prejudiced and incompetent Euroamerican judicial appointees in their homeland to the extent that
they passed a bill to exclude all Euroamericans and anyone not of Mexican
descent from occupying any public office of the territory. The measure would
not have survived the governor’s veto or U.S. congressional scrutiny, but the
point was for the Mexican Party to air the issues that most affected the welfare
of Nuevomexicanos. American Party activists opposed this tactic. The liberal
sensibilities of Gazette editor Kephart were set aflame by the exclusion bill.
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Its advocates in the House, he wrote, sought to “trample underfoot all the
rules of legislative decorum, the principles of law and justice, the Constitution and Organic Law.”40
Mexican Party identity proved a critical factor in the formation and organization of the Democratic Party in New Mexico. Sociologist Michael T.
Hannan offers a compelling argument for why ethnic mobilization arises
in peripheral areas undergoing modernization. He notes that in the “premodern” setting, native loyalties and spheres of action operate within the
bounds of village or micro-ecological communities. As the forces of modernization penetrate the periphery, they “undermine the salience of small-scale
identities,” rendering them ineffectual for participation in the newly arriving institutions. Modernization imposes arenas of economic, political, and
cultural participation that are larger in scale than the traditional village. For
natives to compete, they need to adjust their identities accordingly. Hannan
writes, “Successful penetration by the center alters the condition of competition among the various bases of collective action in a direction that favors
large-scale identities.”41
The characterization of Nuevomexicanos following their local strong
men in a factional New Mexico corresponds to Hannan’s traditional smallscale identification. As the modern statehood movement and Democratic
Party penetrated New Mexico, local affiliations gave way to awareness of the
greater territory and a corresponding ethnic identity. Nuevomexicanos also
associated with the territory’s land itself, a relationship acknowledged by
American settlers. By espousing the issue of land ownership, the Mexican
Party was able to compete for dominance in the statehood movement and
within the Democratic Party.
As the Whig Party declined nationally, the Democratic Party expanded
its reach into New Mexico, where American Party supporters first vied for
affiliation. Capt. William Angeny and other American Party supporters reportedly wanted to create an organized Democratic Party for New Mexico.42
According to Lamar, Nuevomexicanos had no interest in an organized party
and confusedly “took refuge” under a plethora of factional names when
Democrat Pierce was elected president in 1852. The evidence, however,
shows that the Pierce election inspired Nuevomexicanos to organize their
own Democratic Party. The Pierce administration took an interest in New
Mexico. When the administration conveyed that it would no longer tolerate
New Mexico politicians endlessly filing complaints about one another—their
habit since the end of the U.S.-Mexico War—it sought to dampen the territory’s factional warfare. Historian Loomis Ganaway claims that Collins,
owner of the Gazette and a Whig, saw in this injunction an opportunity for
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a federal appointment. He fired Kephart and proceeded to convert his paper
into an unabashed Democratic tool. He kept readers abreast of Democratic
electoral victories in the states.43
In doing so, Collins sustained the weekly press’s important service of
reducing New Mexico’s isolation by making citizens aware of national and
international developments. Collins remained an important member of the
American Party, though he diverged from the party on the issue of slavery.
Whereas the American Party stood decidedly against slavery in the state constitutional conventions of 1848 and 1850, he repudiated abolitionism much
like President Pierce, who was a “doughface,” or a northern Democrat who
defended southern slavery.44 Many Nuevomexicanos and Euroamerican
politicians saw their future in the Democratic organization, especially after
the Whig Party imploded in the election of 1852.
Democratic Party hopefuls needed a clear partisan enemy, and options
abounded. First were the Whigs. The Gazette complained that New Mexico
had been “singularly unfortunate,” because only Whig administrations had
governed affairs in Washington since Polk left office in early 1849. Whig neglect
stemmed from incompetent and dishonest appointees, the paper contended,
and Whigs had forgotten the responsibility to promote republicanism in all of
America’s territorial possessions.45 Collins argued that a Democratic administration would provide the “parental attention and liberality, which so many
States have needed and received during their territorial, or infant state.”46
The Democrats identified two other, nearly inextricable bugbears: congressional delegate Weightman and the Mexican Party. Weightman, a lawyer from
Texas who came to New Mexico as a major in Kearny’s volunteer army and
stayed after the war, was already a Democrat.47 However, those American settlers who initiated the idea of a Democratic Party objected to his ethno-racial
politics. Weightman’s political views aligned with a minority pluralistic wing
of the Democratic Party that sought inclusion of immigrants and other foreign
elements into the American body politic.48 With this general approach, he
became a leading Mexican Party figure. For example, he staunchly defended
the integrity of the Nuevomexicano priests against Jean-Baptiste Lamy, the
new Catholic bishop of Santa Fe. As Lamy’s reforms displaced practically all
the Nuevomexicano clergymen from their parishes, Weightman advocated
for their right to their traditional religious roles in their communities. The
American Party, however, supported Lamy’s church modernization and
openly accused the native priests of exploiting their flocks and exhibiting
loose morals.49
Collins attacked Weightman’s specific focus on Nuevomexicano interests
and called him a “disturber of the peace, slanderously laboring to create
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division and dissension between the Mexican and American races, a crime
against which there should be a heavy statuary penalty.” Weightman’s speeches
in the U.S. Congress were filled with “matter intended alone, hypocritically, to
ingratiate himself with the Mexican people, and to advance his own personal
ambition.”50 His ability to draw Nuevomexicano support attracted Collins’s
wrath. Were the Nuevomexicanos “so ignorant that they cannot see the extent
of the injury his treachery would inflict upon them?” Did Weightman “suppose
that he has them so entirely in his power that they will not complain of his
shameful and unworthy conduct?”51 With the Democratic Party in power in
Washington, D.C., the renegade Weightman, who wore “his own [D]emocracy
as a Mexican wears his serape, ready to be laid off or resumed, as the occasion
may require,” would get his due at the polls.52 Historian Robert Larson finds no
proof that Weightman was the unscrupulous opportunist Collins portrayed.53
The overheated rhetoric thus met the need of aspirants to project a partisan
other to stimulate the formation of a U.S.-style political party.
American Party Democrats perceived President Pierce’s appointment of
Meriwether to replace Whig governor Lane as another positive sign. Meriwether, a former merchant, had been imprisoned in Santa Fe on charges
of being a U.S. spy prior to the U.S. annexation of New Mexico. A former
member of the Kentucky General Assembly and an appointed U.S. senator
from that state, his main Democratic credential was that he was an “antiEmancipationist.”54 Assuming the New Mexico governorship in August 1853,
Meriwether found, to his surprise, “a great deal of hostile feeling existing
between a portion of the American population and a part of the Mexicans.”55
According to a retrospective essay published four years later in the Gazette, Francis J. Thomas, a lieutenant in Colonel Sumner’s Ninth Military
Department, and Henry C. “Spectacle” Johnson called a meeting in Santa
Fe in the first week of June 1853 to initiate the organization of a territorial
Democratic Party. Thomas and Johnson were known as “sound Democrats.”
These recent transplants signaled the diffusion of the idea of the modern
American political party westward to the territories. In particular, they were
friends to American Party stalwarts. Persevering, they called several meetings
at the homes of interested parties, including that of Collins. The “principal
ground” taken was that “unless the Mexicans would unite in forming the
party the action of the Americans would be of no avail.” Nuevomexicanos
were invited to the gatherings, but few attended and those who did “seemed
to take no interest in the matter.” This concern reflected the desire to integrate Nuevomexicanos into a party organization and the fact that there were
not enough Euroamerican settlers to run a mass-based political party. In late
June, a flier asked Democrats to hold county conventions to elect delegates
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to a central nominating convention. Democrats named a committee (which
included the Prussian immigrant and long-time Weightman enemy, Charles
P. Clever) to call a convention-planning meeting with the emphatic aim
“especially to invite the Mexicans to attend . . . and to participate in the
organization of the party.”56
The two hundred people who gathered in Santa Fe the third week of June
testifies to the awareness of and interest in a national political party for the
territory. The Gazette described the crowd as an “enthusiastic” gathering of
“Whigs and Democrats,” “Mexicans and Americans.” However, the proceedings failed. Trouble arose amid confusion over whether the majority vote in
officer elections was either for or against the nominees. Dissidents prevented
Lieutenant Thomas from reading a report on the committee’s actions and
the meeting’s rationale. A motion to adjourn was voted down. As the editorial commented, “Here was a sad fix, and the movers of the meeting seemed
sorely troubled; they could neither move back nor forward.” The majority
finally “took compassion” by adjourning. The breakdown was not for lack of
Democratic Party “feelings,” according to the observer (Collins probably), but
from fear of a domineering faction, bent on elevating particular individuals
who had “no claims to the confidence of the voters of the Territory, nor the
Democratic party.” Critics charged that by railroading the convention the
organizers arrogated to themselves the exclusion of Democrats who did not
want to formally nominate a Democratic congressional candidate. A question
arose around the Democratic credentials of some candidates, among them
former Whig Collins. Thomas later composed a protest petition against the
dissenting “mob force” that had sabotaged an intended open meeting “with
the preconcerted intention of preventing any citizen from expressing his views
on public matters.” “Blackguards” had stopped the people from “exercising
the very right for which our fathers risked and pledged their lives.” Thomas
upheld, in the name of “personal sovereignty,” the people’s “sacred honor,
the right to be heard on any subject of a public nature in which [they] may
be personally interested.”57
The Gazette retrospective hinted that Mexican Party elements were the
culprits.58 If so, the reasons may have appeared in El Amigo del Pais (Friend
of the [New Mexican] Country), the weekly that Weightman had established
to counter the editorial policies of the Gazette.59 In any event, Mexican Party
hands, in the shadow of the June organizing debacle, seized the day.
On 5 August 1853, delegations from the counties of Bernalillo, Rio Arriba,
Santa Ana, Santa Fe, San Miguel, and Taos convened in Algodones, north of
Alburquerque.60 They aimed to organize the Democratic Party of New Mexico
and nominate a delegate to the U.S. Congress. Pino, a die-hard Mexican Party
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leader in the territorial House from Santa Fe, was elected president. José
Gutierres, another strong Mexican Party member, was tabbed as secretary.
The “old revolutionary,” Archuleta, his reputation as a Kearny foe still fresh
in New Mexico’s collective memory, appeared at the convention, as did Alburquerque merchant Juan Cristóval Armijo and Fr. José Manuel Gallegos,
a bitter enemy of Bishop Lamy. Nuevomexicanos began to acculturate their
own people to the practice of U.S. political parties. Pino exhorted the participants to adopt the principles of the Democratic Party of the United States.61
Pino avoided the party’s proslavery, white-supremacy leanings and instead
emphasized its call for so-called “alien suffrage”: the vote for immigrants,
non-English speakers, non-Protestants, and noncitizens.62 The Democratic
Party, he noted in a jab at both the American Party and Whig remnants, offered the means of destroying “all of those parties founded on perniciousness
and racial distinctions, so odious to the progress of this province.”63
Thirty-seven men attended the Algodones convention.64 That the proceedings were published in the Gazette in Spanish confirms the importance of
Nuevomexicano involvement in the movement.65 The report describes not
only competent Nuevomexicano conventioneers but also a definite step
toward the modern party machinery—the nominating convention, party
platforms, functional committees, and the partisan newspaper—that New
York (under the clear-eyed guidance of Martin Van Buren) and other eastern
states had standardized in the 1820s before the party-building of Stephen A.
Douglas brought it to Illinois and other western states and territories.66
In Algodones official county delegations reported to the credentials committee. They passed Gallegos’s call for a committee of six to prepare parliamentary rules. Euroamericans formed a small minority, but they provided
key lessons in the art of party formation and mobilization, and organizational
maintenance. They mentored Nuevomexicanos on convention procedure
through motions that included the naming of a committee to prepare the
convention’s platform. A key figure in the process was Spruce M. Baird, friend
and ally of congressional delegate Weightman and one of the Southwest’s
federal Indian agents. Baird had arrived in Santa Fe in 1848 as a representative
of the commission pressing Texas’s claim to New Mexico’s territory east of
the Rio Grande and had hoped to serve as a county judge in the new Texas
jurisdiction. Pino had organized a mass meeting in 1848 to oppose the Texas
movements. Now, however, the two appeared as friends at the convention,
raising suspicions among American assimilationists. As historian Larson
notes, such seemingly strange alliances were not uncommon: “Many early
adventurers coming to New Mexico stayed in the territory as permanent
residents to befriend former enemies.”67 In allying with Weightman, Baird
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nonetheless burned bridges with the old American Party, even though it too
had opposed Texas’s attempts to annex New Mexico between 1848 and 1850.
The Gazette published an untranslated statement of resolutions signed
by twenty-eight Nuevomexicanos and four Euroamerican settlers. The
Democratic Party adhered to party regularity and tight organization, but
it did so in an “age of egalitarianism.”68 Participants thus pledged to obey
the party on behalf of a “free people,” and to work “in unity and concert”
and “in conformity with the administration of [the Hispanicized Founding
Father] Tomás Gefferson, the grand apostle of liberty, in order to produce
the most good for the most number of persons.” The convention declared
the organization of a permanent party for the territory “under the broad flag
of the democracy.” Tilted toward national politics, it adopted the platform
of the Baltimore Democratic National Convention, held 1 June 1852.69
The Jeffersonian principle of local control, as opposed to Whig federal
centralization, served the Mexican Party’s native-son perspective and homerule aspirations. Resolution 5, with Colonel Sumner’s disparagements still
resonating, endorsed the ability of the people of New Mexico to govern
themselves. A number of citizens “of talent and integrity on the land” had
the requisite “understanding” to fulfill successfully the appointed positions
in the territorial government. For the sake of a national party, the delegates
reproached New Mexico’s factionalism, “the unfortunate and unnecessary
contention,” and called for the “immediate abandonment of the parties that
created it for personal reasons.” In true Mexican Party form, the platform
opposed “all intent, no matter from where it comes that tries to create party
distinctions based on the difference of the races.” However, it also rejected
any suggestion of local nativo, “Anti-American” sedition. The Mexican Party
platform denounced the term “American” as an ethnic distinction on par
with “Native Americanism” of the Know-Nothing variety, “feared in horror
by all the true [D]emocrats.”70
The New Mexico nominations for delegate to U.S. Congress suggest
that the Euroamerican settlers committed themselves to having the Nuevomexicanos lead the movement. Weightman surely could have arranged to
have himself renominated, but neither his nor any other American name
appears in the proceedings. Some support went to don José E. Ortíz of Taos.
But the ultimate rally went to territorial senator Gallegos of Alburquerque,
one of the native priests whom Bishop Lamy had suspended because of his
political activities, merchant business, and alleged concubinage.71 Gallegos
had argued that the French bishop had deprived him of his living “to make
way for imported French priests of his own selection.”72 Gallegos’s turn to
full-time politics followed his experience as an important member of the
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New Mexico assembly in the Mexican period. In the balloting, Taos County
voted for its native son Ortíz, while the other counties voted solidly for Gallegos. Fulfilling the nomination voz viva, the delegates rendered Gallegos
the first Democratic Party candidate of New Mexico. As in any of the states,
the convention presented its platform, results, and proceedings to Governor
Meriwether and called for the formation of a Central Democratic Party
Committee that would hold its convention in Peña Blanca in 1855.73
From the American Party perspective, it was
surprising that Governor Meriwether validated
the Algodones Democratic Party and its Gallegos nomination. In his memoir, Meriwether
wrote that Gallegos, a “shrewd, intelligent man,”
asked him about the principles of the Democratic Party. Gallegos confessed to knowing
nothing about them, but his inquiry indicated
his interest in national politics. Meriwether
explained the Democratic preference for the
“strict construction” of the U.S. Constitution,
whereas the Whig Party favored “a more latitudinous construction.” The Democrats would
allow slave holders and those opposed to slavery
to emigrate into the federal territories with their
property “and leave each territory to settle the jose manuel gallegos
question of slavery when it becomes a state, but New Mexico’s first Democratic
. . . a majority of the Whig party and a minority Party delegate to the U.S.
Congress in 1853; shown here in
of the Democratic party were in favor of excludthe prime of his life.
ing slavery from the territories until they were
(Photograph courtesy William
admitted as states into the Union.” The governor
A. Keleher Collection, Pictorial
believed that Gallegos had well understood the Collection 000-742, Center for
differences between the two parties.74
Southwest Research, University
In the campaign, Baird and Weightman Libraries, University of New Mexico,
followed the national party standard of using Albuquerque)
a newspaper to broadcast its propaganda. They
deployed El Amigo del Pais in service of the new Democratic Party, adding
the subtitle y la Voz del Pueblo (and the Voice of the People). Pino served as
the paper’s Santa Fe agent.75
The Americanists in Santa Fe, who had first moved for a Democratic
Party in New Mexico, were caught off guard by the Algodones convention
and its enthusiastic canvass. Eighteen Euroamerican settlers, calling themselves “true” Democrats, issued their “utter repudiation” of the Algodones
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“pseudo-convention.” Sharpening political boundaries, they argued that less
than two-thirds of the territory’s counties were represented at Algodones, and
that most of the delegates were “in reality, under the control, directly or indirectly” of delegate Weightman. The Santa Fe County delegation in particular
was “not deputed” by a majority of the county’s Democrats but was “foisted
by a discontented and ambitious few, who utterly refused to assimilate with,
or admit to even the privilege of debate in their meetings,” a reference to the
failed meeting in June. The dissidents would use “honorable means to defeat
the election of the nominee of the so-called [D]emocratic convention.”76
The Gazette took the fracas from there. Long, colorful, and emotional
broadsides served as both a shaper and barometer of American Party opinion.
Editor Collins boosted the “intelligent portion of Democrats,” who would
have nothing to do with the “silly” Algodones gathering. Ignoring his recent
past as a Whig, he challenged the party credentials of the convention’s
Nuevomexicanos and their settler comrades, for they appeared “unconscious
of their democracy” before the presidential election of Pierce. He hammered
the idea that Gallegos lacked independence from the “self-serving agents”
Baird, Weightman, and Pino. He inaccurately portrayed the convention as
the work of a small faction aiming to send Baird, “the worst Indian Agent of
New Mexico,” or “some other man equally unworthy and unfit,” to Congress.
The “Baird faction” had not secured the nomination for its man, Collins explained, but found and nominated “an individual fully . . . unfit for so exalted
an office.” The apoplectic editor cited the “deplorable fact” in New Mexico of
“a feeling of dislike and distrust between the Mexican and American races,”
but with the disclaimer: “We esteem all good men alike, whether Mexican
or American, irrespective of nationality.” He claimed to oppose Father Gallego “for the same reason” he had opposed Weightman, “and not because
he is a Mexican born citizen.” In a concession to the Mexican Party, Collins
claimed that if two men were equally fit for the office, “one American and
the other Mexican, we would prefer the Mexican, and would give him every
aid in our power.”77
Gallegos had been defrocked by Bishop Lamy two years before, but Collins
still questioned his standing in the Catholic Church. If a “few obscure men who
possessed the audacity to style themselves the ‘true democracy’ of New Mexico
had determined to nominate a priest,” he proclaimed, they could have at least
“had the decency to select a good one in place of a bad one.” Collins flogged old,
exaggerated legends that had circulated for over a decade about New Mexico’s
alleged “corrupt” priesthood.78 The separation of church and state—what
Collins called “the genius and spirit of American institutions”—would serve
the Democratic Party and the people. The delegates ought to have known,
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Collins argued, that “there is no connection in the United States between
religion and politics. It is not possible for a clergyman of good character to
get into the Congress of the United States; but if Padre Gallegos be elected,
we think it will be the first instance in which a disgraced clergyman has ever
been elevated to so important a position.”79
Collins sermonized like a classic Whig objecting to the right of foreigners
to engage in American elections.80 He cast doubt on Gallegos’s eligibility to
sit in Congress on the basis of the length of his citizenship (he understood
the minimum to be seven years) and his inability to speak English, which
would prevent him from “even the poor privilege of speaking non-sense”
in Washington. Collins charged that in the territorial legislature, Gallegos
abused the confidence of his constituents by staying away from Santa Fe in
favor of a “trafficking expedition to Durango in search of soap and rebosos
[shawls]” to sell in New Mexico. Therefore, Collins estimated, Gallegos could
not bring home the railroad and other important measures, and would leave
New Mexicans “as we now are, perhaps the most miserable and unfortunate
people on the wide dominions of the United States.”81
The mudslinging reinforced oppositional lines of an emerging party structure in New Mexico. “Some Friends of Mr. Gallegos” responded to Collins’s
fusillade of insults. Calling themselves “legally constituted delegates” of the
Democratic convention, they could not let the attack on Gallegos go unchallenged. Their leader was “one of the first men of the territory,” “one of the
most enthusiastic of citizens,” “deserving of their every confidence,” and fully
eligible to serve in Congress. He “eschewed pecuniary interest in favor of the
happiness of their province.” The group astutely observed that Gallegos had
always lived the “views,” if not the principles, of a “loyal” Democrat.82 He
traveled to help provision communities in need, often to his own detriment.
The editor erred “enormously” in calling Gallegos’s intellect limited, for he
had acquired “deep knowledge” in the sciences, a nod to Gallegos’s training
at the Durango seminary. He learned by the “pain of experience,” and he
knew more than anyone the “sad position of his province.” If Congress found
him ineligible, based on time as an American citizen, why rush to express
anxieties over his candidacy? Bishop Lamy’s hatred of New Mexico’s native
clergy led to the suspension of Gallegos, who nonetheless remained loyal to
his ministry. Besides, who decided that a priest could not be a statesman, and
who were the “people” complaining of a priest in Congress? An educated
priest like Gallegos was “always a political man,” they noted. In language
reminiscent of Diós y Libertád—God and Liberty, the national stamp of
Mexico—and Whig evangelism, they held that regardless of a few individuals complaining about priests serving in Congress, “To God is the happiness
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of the territory owed, and to God also the liberal bases of the Democracy!”
Collins sought to hinder the united will of the people, but their votes actually counted. The exceptions were the few “corroborators of inequity, even
of Mexican origin,” who cast as evil that “class” of society “that only works
for the future happiness of their territory.”83
The charge that Lamy had unjustly suspended Gallegos reignited Collins,
the first of several Catholic Irish American journalists to make New Mexico
their home. He allied himself with Lamy and the bishop’s project of reforming the New Mexico Church, which itself was rooted in the Spanish and
Mexican Catholic Church.84 He linked religious reform to the question of
Nuevomexicano capacity for political independence. Nothing surprised him
more than “intelligent Mexicans willing to sustain and uphold an immoral
and probate priesthood the greatest curse with which not only New Mexico,
but the whole Republic of Mexico, has had to contend.” Collins rehashed the
old charge of religious exploitation—of the priests living in “all the luxury of
a life of wealth, obtained by grinding the poor.”85 He accused Gallegos’s “AntiChurch party” of having seized the Algodones convention, itself formed by
men who had no legitimate claim on the Democratic Party, and Gallegos of
having conceived the “unholy idea of revenge” on the bishop.86 Here, Collins
connotes “party” with faction to disparage a political enemy, an intentional
twisting of the term “party” that other researchers have not quite understood.
The evidence fails to support the charge that Gallegos campaigned directly
against Lamy. He did, though, have an ally in the former vicar general and
bitter Lamy opponent, Juan Felipe Ortíz.87 Lamy also denied any electioneering, but according to one observer, he had recommended to his particular
clerics “that they work and influence the people to obtain the success of his
favorites.”88 As Fray Angélico Chávez finds, Lamy’s private conversations “with
intimate friends . . . no doubt revealed where their sympathies lay, and in
this can carry the weight of active participation.”89
The main purpose of Collins’s unmitigated attacks, however, was to stir
the base of the American Party to action. Its activists realized the importance
of nominating a culturally relevant candidate for congressional delegate.
They eyed Ambrosio Armijo, a well-to-do Bernalillo County merchant whose
family sided with the Americans during the U.S. military occupation of New
Mexico. His appeal lay in being a “native of New Mexico,” and therefore
“well-acquainted” with the “wants of the territory, and the habits and customs
of her people.” Bernalillo County supporters flattered Armijo. They assured
him that Nuevomexicanos were confident in him, that he was invincible
against the factions, and that other worthy candidates would yield to such an
“able, honest, and respected” man as he. He declined the courtship, however,
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citing family interests and the impatience of his nominators, who would not
wait for the opinion of certain advisors. He recommended Governor Lane,
the former Whig, in his stead.90
On 17 August, American Party leaders turned to the political resources
available on the national scene and launched a People’s Independent Party
at a meeting in Alburquerque. The first People’s Party, committed to “revolutionary republicanism,” had arisen among dissident elites in the New York
City election of 1823, expanded to the legislative election, triumphed in the
general election of 1824, and indirectly put John Quincy Adams in the White
House over the Albany Regency’s Van Buren that year.91 The party dissolved
in late 1825, but the concept of a “People’s Party” remained as an option for
situational dissidence throughout the country in subsequent years.92
Nuevomexicanos formed the large majority of the “highly attended and
respectable” People’s Convention. Key settlers served as both campaign
drivers and teachers of party building. Nuevomexicanos responded to the
accoutrements of an American Party. Murray F. Tuley, a former member of
the New Mexico Territorial House of Representatives and staunch opponent of Pino, was elected president, serving with vice-presidents Anastasio
Barela and Santiago Gonzales and secretaries Nestor Montoya and Miguel
Antonio Lovato. From the floor, the proposal to establish a territorial party
passed handily. Appealing to the Mexican audience, Tuley proclaimed
the fundamental principles of a People’s initiative based on the “equality
of rights of all men without distinction and the sovereignty of the people.”
A rules committee comprised of a Nuevomexicano majority designated a
day for the precincts to hold nominating conventions for local offices and
the territorial legislature, and the president was charged with appointing a
chairman of each precinct.
A nominating committee of twenty-one (all Nuevomexicanos, mostly
rank-and-file) would have preferred a Spanish-surnamed nominee for
congressional delegate, but none appeared suitable. Chairman Antonio
Sandovál reported the recommendation of former governor “Guillermo”
[William] Carr Lane, a choice unanimously adopted amid “many Vivas
of acclamation.” Lane spoke to the territory’s needs “enthusiastically.” The
Whig Ramírez read Lane’s speech in Spanish, again to cheers. The recommended candidates for the territorial legislature and the Bernalillo–Santa
Ana district sheriff were unanimously approved. Indicative of further party
building in typical U.S. political party fashion, one committee prepared an
official statement of principles, while another arranged correspondence, announcements, publicity, and other organizational details. Tuley and Ramírez
rallied the convention to its climax.93
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The Gazette published Lane’s speech in Spanish only. Unlike many
of those against the “Mexican Democratic Party,” as Chávez has called it,
Lane did not begin this campaign wanting a regular Democratic Party.94 As a
result, the rhetoric of the People’s campaign took a distinctly Whiggish tone
beginning with Lane’s address. New Mexico had always found itself in the
unfortunate condition of an abandoned stepchild of Spain, Lane averred,
then of Mexico, now of the United States, and so obtaining its just rights and
elevating its dignity were to be accomplished through strategically planned
institutional development. As delegate to Congress, he would make use
of all the “honorable means” to obtain free schools for both sexes, build a
penitentiary, create postal roads to California, improve the public roads, run
a railroad through the middle of New Mexico, and establish security for the
livestock industry against Indian raiders.95
In their antiparty, anti-faction, and humanistic outlook, the Whigs
generally followed John Quincy Adams’s philosophical formulations by
emphasizing “society rather than the individual” and “social harmony, not
conflict.”96 Lane adapted such enlightened language to the American Party
view of social relations in New Mexico. He proclaimed that for “harmonious
cooperation among the different races of this territory,” no one who asserted
hostile national feelings deserved respect or confidence. “Turn your back
with indignation and scorn to all who attempt to excite national antipathies,”
he advised, “and may the citizens of the territory, natives or adopted, solidly
unify, as members of the same grand and glorious political family, and participate equally in the well-being of the family of the province.” Lane felt
Nuevomexicanos should take civic pride in the “Divine Providence” that
had made them citizens of the United States, just as the residents of the
increasingly wealthy and powerful territories of Louisiana, Florida, Texas,
California, and Oregon had begun to. In the elections of those territories,
he said with a Whiggish assimilationist bent, it was not asked, “‘Where were
you born?’ The only inquiry that was made was, ‘is he right for the position?’”
The politicians who eschewed liberalism were “indiscrete” caudillos (bosses)
preventing the people from thinking for themselves. Reject them, he pleaded,
and “then we shall travel well and our patria will prosper.”97
Complementing Lane’s refrain, Collins at the Gazette cast the Gallegos
candidacy as a divisive ploy to foment national prejudice. The “sad truth,” the
editor wrote, was that “the Mexicans hate the Americans and many Americans
hate the Mexicans,” but “this unnatural and fatal antipathy is not indulged by
the better and more intelligent classes.” Relying on a Whiggish universalism
familiar to him, Collins called on all Nuevomexicano and American citizens
“to work harmoniously together in the same direction. If the different races
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of men in New Mexico will but consent, as becomes intelligent beings, to
lay aside their bitter prejudices, and consult the dictates of reason and common sense; they will soon perceive that their happiness and prosperity will
be augmented, and that their country will blossom like the rose.” Tapping
the Whig preoccupation with the consensual “social system,” he called for
the “united efforts of a few good men [to] sensibly diminish the crying evil
of which we are speaking, and introduce a state of social intercourse, such
as becomes a respectable and well ordered community.”98
In the campaign, however, Democratic senator Benton of Missouri opposed Lane for having switched to the Whig Party while in Missouri. More
importantly, Benton strengthened the territorial process of building a party
system and gave New Mexico Democrats some national recognition and
credibility by urging the electorate to vote for Gallegos.99
As the campaign wore on, Weightman, Baird, and David Whiting, Chief
Clerk of the territorial House of Representatives, set up a campaign weekly
called Campaña Demócrata, copies of which have not survived. From the
responses in the Gazette, we can infer that its editors criticized Collins for
endorsing Armijo on the one hand, and on the other, criticized Gallegos
for not being an American citizen long enough to qualify for the office of
delegate. Collins called Campaña Demócrata’s commentary a “mass of
cunning falsehood and baseness” yet admitted that Congress would have
had to determine Armijo’s eligibility as well. Campaña Demócrata labeled
the Gazette an “abolition sheet,” an epithet that Collins took pains to deny.
The previous editor, Kephart, articulated an abolitionist policy, but Collins
emphatically repudiated it upon taking control of the paper. Indicating
recognition of national political conflicts, Campaña Demócrata alleged
that Collins and company had belonged to the American nativist party, the
Know-Nothings. Collins found this allegation—a common one against Whig
nativism—galling, and he scoffed at Campaña Demócrata’s claim that Gallegos would deliver a “glorious future” for New Mexico.100
At an important Democratic rally in Santa Fe, Gallegos expounded on
the principles of the Democratic Party. Governor Meriwether recalled that
he had done so “with cleverness,” and that the speech had made “a very
favorable impression upon the audience.”101 The governor abstained from
participating in the proceedings, but those who had wanted him to eschew a
Mexican Party association interpreted his attendance at the Gallegos rally as
an official endorsement of the Mexican Democratic Party. The stump crowd
spilled out into the street. The Gazette’s wildly biased account four years
later portrayed “an infuriated mob of those disaffected Mexicans . . . parading the streets of our city on a Sunday night led by a drunken fiddler crying
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‘death to all Americans.’”102 Incredibly, the Gazette claimed Meriwether and
recently appointed district judge J. J. Deavenport headed the “mob.” The
next day, Meriwether and Deavenport were hung in effigy on the Santa Fe
plaza. Visiting the governor, Collins warned him of talk of his assassination
should he attend another Democratic meeting. Meriwether recalled different
reasons for the symbolic hanging. His dismissal of a Whig attorney general
for corruption and the excitement Gallegos’s speech generated among the
people of Santa Fe had “greatly exasperated” the Whigs. Meanwhile, Mexican Democratic Party leaders expressed gratitude for Meriwether’s support
of their organization.103
Despite the Gazette’s smears of Gallegos, the
Democratic Party effectively mobilized the electorate. The chances of a nativo winning looked good
as election day neared. Lane wrote to his wife that
it appeared Nuevomexicanos were “determined to
elect one of their own race—God bless them.” He
was the most acceptable of the “Americans,” he was
told, but “they must try a Mexican.” He could not
resist adding, “If you knew how very little the very
best informed know, you would be amazed at their
conceitedness.”104 The task of counting the vote fell
to Governor Meriwether and Sec. of Territory William Messervy. The former favored Gallegos and the
latter backed Lane. The Lane camp tried to stall the
governor from awarding the election certificate to
Gallegos because a probate judge had thrown out
gov. david meriwether
New Mexico Territory’s
two hundred to three hundred votes at a Pueblo
appointed governor, 1853–
village that had gone for Lane. Messervy claimed
1856, and mentor to aspiring
that all votes must be counted. As Gallegos took the
Nuevomexicanos.
majority by at least three hundred, the Indian count
(Photograph courtesy William
included, Meriwether handed the certificate to him.
A. Keleher Collection, Pictorial
Lane then announced his intent to contest the result
Collection 000-742, Center for
on allegations that Mexican voters who were not
Southwest Research, University
U.S. citizens had voted for Gallegos and that there
Libraries, University of New
were irregularities in the ballot counting.105 In Lane’s
Mexico, Albuquerque)
support, Collins charged the “Gallegos Anti-Church
party” with having “perpetrated the most stupendous frauds.”106 He charged that
the “christening” of “Padre Gallegos” as a Democrat at Algodones was “a mere
cover and device to enable him and his friends to succeed more effectually in
the contest they were about to wage against the Americans.”107
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On his arrival to the nation’s capital in December 1853, Gallegos was introduced—through Meriwether’s letters—to the national Democratic Party
leadership.108 Implying formal recognition of a Democratic Party in New
Mexico, the House of Representatives affiliated Gallegos with the “Old Line
Democrats,” the central faction of the Democratic Party that was distinct
from the officially designated Independent Democrats and Whigs.109
Gallegos’s letter to the governor from Washington was published in the
Gazette. The new editor, William W. H. Davis, who also served as New
Mexico’s new U.S. attorney and Meriwether’s volunteer private secretary,
recommended that “all Mexicans” read it. Gallegos recounted the success
of Meriwether’s introductions. The president and cabinet officers received
him “with consideration and appreciation,” and he was recognized by “many
friends” in the House with whom he had corresponded. Gallegos urbanely
praised the eastern states’ progress in the arts and sciences. In politics, he
was impressed by how “providence” had blessed the country “with particular
gifts.” He cited as an example a sense of mutual agreement on the country’s
fundamental values and ways of conducting party politics. In commenting
that New Mexico would benefit from such habits and characteristics, Gallegos
represented Nuevomexicanos’ greater impulse to learn from and adapt U.S.
political practice. Mindful of the tensions at home, he thus saw a contrast
in the moral conduct and politics “that guard our compatriots in these parts
compared to what some Americans observe in our territory, and I’m surprised
to note an extraordinary difference, as between darkness and light. I hope
that with time we can come to the enjoyment of a peaceful and intelligent
society.”110
The House Committee on Elections found that the votes at Taos and
Laguna pueblos were justly and legally rejected by the probate judge, for
those Indian communities retained their autonomous tribal, community, and
governing characteristics. Lane’s camp never submitted proof that citizens of
Mexico were allowed to vote in any precinct. Even if all contested votes had
been excluded, Gallegos would still have retained a majority. The final tally
had Gallegos’s majority at over six hundred. The concurring House awarded
Gallegos New Mexico’s delegate seat in Congress.111
A significant symbol for the cause of ethnic political integration in the
nineteenth century, Gallegos was the first Nuevomexicano and second U.S.
Latino to serve as a representative in the U.S. Congress. As his request for an
interpreter was denied, his lack of English proved a handicap in the Capitol
corridors. Nevertheless, as a retort to those with racial prejudices who considered Nuevomexicanos incapable of meeting American political standards,
he used prepared statements to deliver benefits to his homeland and accom-
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plished as much as any early New Mexico delegate to Congress could have
hoped for.112 Motivated by a love of his native land and a desire to serve his
people, he was called a “man of ability” by one Washington insider.113 After
Collins’s bulldog attacks in the 1853 campaign, Collins commented in the
Gazette that “Our Delegate Sr. Gallegos evinces great activity, and a becoming zeal in everything relating to the Territory, and although he cannot speak
the language of the country, he manages to bring a great deal of influence to
bear upon those questions, in which his constituents have an interest.”114 The
comment appears with some irony, but reinforces the notion that Collins’s
campaign diatribes ultimately galvanized New Mexicans to form a political
party with links to a national organization, the Democrats in their case.
Beyond the race for congressional delegate, the solidity of a Democratic
Party organization for New Mexico was apparent in the fact that the majority
in both its legislative chambers were elected as members of the Algodones
convention. Accordingly, Davis saw the election results as an “overthrow” of
the Whig “clique” and thus something the Democrats could be proud of.115
In the election of 1855, the American Party dropped the People’s Independent Party identification, and staked a claim of its own in the Democratic
Party to challenge the Mexican Democratic Party. The election decided
which of two powerful Nuevomexicano candidates, the culturally conservative Father Gallegos or the highly assimilated Miguel Antonio Otero, would
rule over the Democratic Party of New Mexico. With Otero’s triumph in
1855, the American Party wrested only a share of the territorial Democratic
Party because the Mexican Democratic Party still controlled the territorial
legislature. In the campaign for delegate to Congress in 1857, Otero’s camp
undertook a massive mobilization based on a new identity as the National
Democratic Party. This new label was handed down by the Democratic
presidential nominating convention in Cincinnati in 1856 to oppose the Independent Democrats, the name adopted by the former Mexican Democratic
Party. As a result of Otero’s victory, the Americanists took complete control of
the territorial Democratic Party, winning both delegates to Congress and a
majority of the legislative seats. They dominated the Democratic Party until
the Civil War, after which national party identities shifted once again.
This article has shown that a strong determination to establish a political party of national repute arose in New Mexico from a scene of factional
strife. In fact it was precisely the factional conflict, embodied in the contest
between “American” and “Mexican” parties that served as the key condition
for generating the sense of a U.S.-style political party system in the territory.
Previous historical literature has failed to recognize the extent to which the
ideal of a U.S. type of political party had spread to and taken root in New
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Mexico by its early territorial years. Contradicting the view that “apathy was
the prevailing attitude toward national issues,” the politically minded in
New Mexico clearly sought to exploit national political developments for
themselves and their territory’s purposes.116 Their political acculturation was
greatly enhanced by the movement to establish a Democratic Party in their
midst even if, after the elections, territorial politics did tend to fall back on
issues specific to New Mexico. As sociologists have pointed out, “parties of
integration” have proven key instruments for the recruitment of previously
excluded groups into the central institutional frameworks of expanding and
developing regions and countries.117 The events of 1853, put the territory of
New Mexico on the path to establishing political parties on the basis of the
classic American standard.
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The Taos Mutiny of 1855
Will Gorenfeld

O

n 27 November 1854, bugler Aaron Stevens of Company F in the First
Regiment of the U.S. Dragoons apologized to his sister Lydia Pierce
for not writing any sooner, explaining he had been on patrol since April.
Calling himself “d__m sauscy [sic]” and thinking of marrying “a Spanish
Lady,” the twenty-four-year-old Stevens was in good spirits. He boasted that
his company “had two fights with the Patches . . . this year and had 9 men
killed & 10 wounded . . . and as luck would have it I have got off safe so far,
but they might get me yet.”1 Within a few months of writing to his sister, the
free-spirited Stevens and several other men in his company would mutiny
in the dusty plaza of Taos, New Mexico Territory.2
The Taos mutiny of 1855 was the final chapter in a series of embarrassing incidents that revealed the ineptitude of some army officers and led to
a cover-up attempt by the high command. Following the mutiny, an army
court-martial sentenced Stevens and three other enlisted men to death after
finding them guilty of attempting to murder their commanding officer. They
escaped execution because Pres. Franklin Pierce and Sec. of War Jefferson
Davis commuted their death sentences to hard labor and ordered subsequent
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court-martial proceedings against two of the officers present at the mutiny.
When all was said and done, the army would censure Stevens’s company
commander for being intoxicated and disrespectful at a court-martial, arrange
for the transfer of all the enlisted men in Company F to other companies,
subject the company’s first lieutenant and the squadron’s commanding officer
to courts-martial, and effectively banish the commanding officer from New
Mexico Territory for good measure.
The mutiny offers a unique example of the many problems besetting the
U.S. Army after the U.S.-Mexico War. In northern New Mexico, enlisted
men fought officers and officers turned against one another. The mutiny
sheds light on the character and behavior of the mediocre cast of officers
who were serving in what was once regarded as an elite regiment.
For thirteen years (1833–1846), the First Dragoons crisscrossed the Great
Plains, exploring uncharted regions, discovering new trails, meeting Indians
in numerous councils, settling disputes between tribes, and protecting the
tribes from unauthorized encroachments by whites. Under the command
of Col. Stephen W. Kearny, this relatively small body of highly regarded
soldiers and insightful officers was able to conduct missions and attain its
goals without resorting to violence.3 In the words of historian Durwood Ball,
“These dragoon expeditions were graphic demonstrations of United States
power . . . and helped to open American roads into the West.”4 Then, on 29
December 1845, Pres. James K. Polk signed a measure admitting the former
Republic of Texas into the Union as a state, setting into motion forces that
predictably led to a war with Mexico and the forcible acquisition of vast
new territories. The U.S.-Mexico War had a devastating effect on the First
Dragoons and particularly Company F.
Colonel Kearny’s marches across the Plains and his tough diplomacy
with a variety of tribes earned him and the First Dragoons both fame and the
gratitude of frontier settlers.5 Although the skills of a crack mounted regiment
developed slowly and the cost in lost men and horses was high, dragoon officers and sergeants learned how to train and lead their men effectively. The
dragoon expeditions between 1839 and 1848 testify to their achievement. A
dragoon corporal stationed at Fort Leavenworth wrote in 1847:
In the Army, we know not at which moment our services may be
required and although we may be at this post today, yet we may be
about some fifty miles by the morrow. Such has been the case with me
during the past winter. I have been ordered to take charge of a party
to go among the Indians, and in one quarter of an hour have been in
my saddle, and on my journey, fully armed and equipped. Such is a
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Dragoon’s life, he must have always, all his accoutrements ready, and in
the proper place, so that whether we are ordered night or day, it makes
no difference in the dispatch. I have been called upon at 10 O Clock at
night and traveled without moment’s rest the distance of one hundred
and forty miles.6
At the end of the U.S.-Mexico War, Sgt. Frank Clarke, writing home, proclaimed that the proud First was “the best disciplined Regiment in the U.S.
Service.”7
Before the war, Kearny made an effort to have the First Dragoons staffed
with some of the army’s best officers and to cull the misfits. Graduates from
the U.S. Military Academy at West Point typically received assignments to
a service branch based on their class standing: the top graduates obtained
commissions in the engineers, while those below them went to ordnance,
artillery, dragoons, and infantry (in descending order). By the early 1840s,
many cadets at West Point had begun to regard the U.S. Dragoons as a corps
d’elite within the U.S. Army and wanted to participate in its great adventures out on the western Plains.8 More than other regiments, the elite First
Dragoons tended to attract recruits who were educated, including a few who
came from well-to-do families.9
During the war with Mexico, Gen. Winfield Scott honored Company F of
the First Dragoons by selecting it as his personal escort. On 20 August 1847,
the Americans defeated the Mexican army at the Battle of Churubusco. The
company was ordered to attack Mexican soldiers fleeing down a causeway into
Mexico City. Reporter George Kendall of the New Orleans (La.) Picayune
viewed the resulting charge of Company F as “one of the most brilliant and
decisive feats which has occurred in the war.” Widely celebrated by the press,
this singular event brought a measure of glory to those who participated in
the charge.10
After the U.S.-Mexico War, Capt. Philip Thompson resumed command
of Company F. Thompson had graduated from West Point in 1835, ranked
thirty-sixth in a class of fifty-six. During the war, he was an adjutant for Col.
Alexander W. Doniphan’s regiment of Missouri Volunteers and participated
in the invasion of the state of Chihuahua. In return for his valuable assistance to Doniphan at the Battle of Sacramento, Thompson received a brevet
promotion to the rank of major. Tragically, he was also fighting a lifelong
and ultimately losing battle with alcohol, which had prevented Kearny from
granting him important assignments.11
Leaving Mexico on 16 July 1848, Thompson arrived at Jefferson Barracks in Missouri on 8 August, where Company F’s short-term “for the war”
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enlistees were discharged. After rebuilding with an infusion of new recruits
and transfers, the company arrived at Fort Scott in November, staying there
for slightly over two years before being dispatched to New Mexico. By 1855
Company F was an experienced detachment: nearly half its sixty enlisted
men were on their second enlistment, and many had combat experience in
the late war.
Troopers identified with their own tightly knit group. Military historian
Don Rickey observes that most soldiers took pride in their company and
tended “to look on the company as their home and family, a feeling especially
important to younger, homeless men, and to the old professional privates
who re-enlisted in the same units time after time.”12 The U.S.-Mexico War,
however, resulted in the death, transfer, or resignation of a significant number
of the dragoons’ original cast of officers. By 1855 all the U.S.-Mexico War–era
staff officers (colonels Stephen Kearny and Richard Mason, Lt. Col. Clifton
Wharton, and Maj. Nathan Boone) and many field-grade officers (captains
and lieutenants) were gone. With the exception of Maj. Benjamin Lloyd
Beall, the replacements, especially at the staff level, were not as capable as
their predecessors and destroyed what was once a showpiece regiment.
Buck and Gag Him
A vast gulf in status separated officers from the enlisted ranks. While officers
considered themselves privileged by virtue of their station, typical enlisted
men of this era were uneducated, poor, and foreign-born. During the 1850s,
for example, two-thirds of enlisted men in the regular army had been born
outside the United States, and in 1855, seventeen of the fifty-six men in
Company F bore either German or Irish surnames.13 Many officers were
aloof and scorned their troops. One dragoon trooper wrote, “A soldier is a
dog to them, a mere nothing, and woe betide the enlisted man who shows
the least idea of their worthlessness.”14 Most regular army officers showed a
degree of respect and concern for their men, however. A U.S.-Mexico War
dragoon summarized it best: “Our officers were all graduates of West Point,
and at the worst were gentlemen of intelligence and education, often harsh
and tyrannical, yet they took pride in having their men well clothed and fed,
making them contented and reconciled to their lot.”15
Imperious and brutal behavior by military authorities was nevertheless
all too common during the antebellum period. The men in the ranks had
good reason to fear those who commanded them. Army discipline of the era
tended to be swift, and court-martial sentences were draconian. The mores
of the era licensed many forms of harsh punishment, such as fifty lashes for
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desertion.16 In the field, officers sometimes inflicted punishment without
seeking a court-martial.
In 1852, for example, Capt. James Carleton of the First Dragoons forced
three drunken enlisted men to walk back to camp while tied behind wagons. One of the men fell, was dragged for a mile and a half, and later died
from injuries suffered during this ordeal.17 Dragoon sergeant James Bennett
described how an enlisted man who said he could go no farther on a march
was struck down by the sword of his commanding officer and left to die. He
also noted another officer who, without any justification, seriously injured
an enlisted man with his sword. A dragoon in Utah Territory reported an
incident in which a lieutenant, for no apparent reason, knocked an enlisted
man senseless with the butt of an army revolver and then remarked, “One
less dough boy.”18 Lt. Cave Couts, a dragoon officer, voiced his disgust for
an artillery officer who forced a prisoner to walk from Chihuahua to Santa
Fe while handcuffed and chained to a caisson by an iron band around his
waist. Captain Thompson, the commander of Company F, was known to lose
his temper when drunk and physically abuse enlisted men. As a veteran of
service in the Seventh U.S. Infantry wrote, “Company commanders would
inflict all kinds of punishment that was not prescribed by regulations, bucking and gagging, carrying large timbers before the guard house, knocking
them down with the butt of their muskets, maiming them by sabre cuts and
in some instances shooting them.”19
During the U.S.-Mexico War, draconian treatment by officers led volunteer troops to mutiny frequently. The arrogant and inept Gen. Caleb Cushing
caused a mutiny by making irresponsible demands of his volunteers. Stevens,
who played a role in the Taos mutiny, enlisted in Cushing’s regiment and
certainly witnessed the mistreatment of enlisted men in Mexico.20
Company F was part of a squadron under the command of Maj. George
Blake. Blake had grown up comfortably in an upper-middle-class family in
Philadelphia. His British-born father, George E. Blake, a prominent publisher
of parlor music, had political connections in the Democratic Party that allowed George’s older brother, Jacob Edmund Blake, to gain admission into
West Point in 1833 and receive a lieutenant’s commission in the U.S. Army
Corps of Topographical Engineers.21 These same connections enabled the
younger Blake to secure an officer’s commission without attending West
Point. In 1836 he obtained a presidential appointment as a lieutenant in the
newly formed Second Dragoons. He fought with this regiment during the
Second Seminole War and was one of the first U.S. soldiers to set foot within
the walls of the Mexican port city of Vera Cruz. With Blake at the helm,
the hard-riding Second Dragoons served as the vanguard of General Scott’s
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ill. 1. enlistment papers, aaron d. stevens
(Courtesy National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.)

army when it invaded the valley of Mexico. Superiors praised Blake for his
heroism during the war.22
The future seemed bright for Blake when, on 23 July 1850, he obtained
a promotion to the rank of major in the First Dragoons. Although his men
regarded him as a strict disciplinarian and martinet who distanced himself
from the ranks, the major showed a cordial and gracious side to members of
the upper echelons of society. When New Mexico territorial governor David
Meriwether and U.S. Attorney W. W. H. Davis arrived in Taos one evening,
for example, Blake greeted them with a superb meal at his quarters in town
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ill. 2. medals of george
blake
(Courtesy of author)

and then escorted them to a
nearby fandango.23
In 1852, less than a year after arriving in New Mexico,
Major Blake and Company
F traveled north to the San
Luis Valley for the purpose
of building a new post named
Fort Massachusetts. Sergeant Clarke noted that the fort was “built of Logs
& is very prettily situated in a valley between two Mountains. Game is very
plentiful in the vicinity.” But the winters were especially severe: two to three
feet of snow lay on the ground from October to March, and temperatures
reached twelve below zero degrees Fahrenheit.24
Instead of training, the men in the ranks labored long and hard to build
the post before the onset of winter. Blake refused to grant them any time
off. Most men soon came to resent his severe command and disparaging
remarks. The army command later criticized his “fault-finding and carping
manner” for sowing “discontent and insubordination” among the troops he
commanded.25 Blake, for example, once encouraged trooper John Cooper
to desert so that the major would have the “pleasure of seeing [him] receive
fifty lashes” after his capture. Cooper was not alone. The army later charged
Blake with seemingly inducing the desertions of Sgt. James McLean and
bugler Francis Clark from Fort Massachusetts in early 1853.26
Lt. Robert Johnston of Company F asserted that Major Blake “rarely or
ever gave any man, non-com officer, [or] private a pass without speaking to
him in such a manner as would dissatisfy any man.” The company’s acting
assistant surgeon, Edmund Barry, observed: “I have heard among the officers
and men, that the men were overworked at Massachusetts. I have known
Maj. Blake to refuse passes frequently to deserving men which I conceived
to be owing to partial spite and spleen, and I have known him to drive men
who had been drinking a little, out of town with much harshness.” Barry
concluded, “The company in general hated Major Blake and I suppose the
reason was because he kept them all the time at work and allowed very few
privileges.” Even as he challenged troopers who were in town on passes,
Blake himself frequently left the post for unauthorized forays into Taos and
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did not record his own unexcused absences in the post returns. Later, when
he commanded at Cantonment Burgwin, he was still absent more than 20
percent of the time.27
Blake’s cowardice also hurt his reputation among the troops. If he served
bravely in Florida and Mexico, he lost any bravado when he arrived in New
Mexico Territory. James Bennett, an enlisted trooper, questioned the major’s
nerve. While campaigning against the Navajos, the major would have had
“a grave dug in his tent to protect him from night attacks by the Indians.”28
Insp. Gen. Joseph K. Mansfield visited the post from 18 August to 22 August
1853 and found that the troops had had very little drill instruction because of
their continual work on the fort. The company’s year of “constant labour”
gained the approbation of the inspector general, who said that the “whole
command is entitled to great credit for the work they have done in so short
a time.” Although Mansfield noted that the men had not been paid for five
months, he seemingly overlooked the fire burning down below, concluding
that the men were well disciplined.29
In late 1853, the army discovered that there was insufficient winter forage
for the horses and ordered Company F to move down to the slightly warmer
climate of Cantonment Burgwin, located just over ten miles to the west of
Taos. The overworked troopers now labored to pack supplies and equipment
for the move to Cantonment Burgwin. They must have been glad to avoid
spending another winter at the fort, but like so many things in army life, it
made no sense to leave a fort that they had recently worked so hard to build.30
Matters came to an explosive head at Fort Massachusetts on 25 October
1853. A few days prior to their departure, about half the garrison, likely fueled by the combined effects of whiskey, frustration, and fury against Blake,
rioted on the parade grounds. A shaken Blake allegedly hid in his quarters
and made no effort to stop the drunkenness and insubordination.31 No one
was apparently harmed in the riot, nor were there any general courts-martial
afterward. Those in command may have seen the uprising as a way for the
troops to vent their pent-up frustration and let the matter lie.
Things did not improve for Company F after its move to Cantonment
Burgwin. On the morning of 30 March 1854, Lt. John Davidson, commanding
Company I with reinforcements supplied from Company F, carried orders
to locate a fugitive band of Jicarilla Apaches and prevent them from fleeing
westward across the Rio Grande. He disobeyed these orders by attacking the
Jicarilla camp near Cieneguilla. The Jicarillas were ready for the assault and
soon had Davidson and his men surrounded in a basin below the village.
With casualties mounting and ammunition running low, Davidson rashly
ordered, “Mount and save yourself.”32 The troops broke out and climbed to

summer 2013

gorenfeld N 295

the top of a nearby ridgeline. The Jicarillas maintained their counterattack,
striking effectively at the flanks of the exhausted and wounded troops as they
attempted to escape along the ridgeline.
In terms of casualties, Cieneguilla was the worst defeat ever suffered by the
First Dragoons. Twenty-four dragoons were killed and another twenty-three
wounded. A disproportionate number of the casualties came from Company
F: everyone in its sixteen-man detachment, largely recruits, was killed or
wounded at Cieneguilla.33 Continuing to lead the life of a gentleman in Taos,
Blake was not at Cantonment Burgwin when reports arrived that the Jicarillas
had seriously mauled Davidson’s patrol. In November 1853, Davidson sought
to file court-martial charges against Blake for his unexcused absences from
Fort Massachusetts and mistreatment of the command. Gen. John Garland
sent these proposed charges to be reviewed by General Scott. In March 1854,
in an effort to gain Blake’s support in order to prevent him from being courtmartialed for disobedience of orders at Cieneguilla, Davidson withdrew the
charges against Blake. Little did he know that his charges would come to
the attention of Secretary of War Davis.34 Davidson would eventually dismiss
the charges. Regarding the disastrous defeat of Blake’s men at Cieneguilla
in 1854, Lt. David Bell of the Second Dragoons wrote to a colleague, “If he
[Davidson] had been under the command of almost any officer other than
Blake he would have been tried for disobedience of orders.”35
After the defeat at Cieneguilla, Company F remained in the field through
the fall of 1854 and fought a second skirmish with the Jicarillas. Although
the hard campaigning of 1854 had worn down the troops in Company F as
well as their clothing, equipment, and mounts, the army command planned
to send the company back into the field in 1855 for a renewed campaign
against the Utes and Jicarillas. On the morning of 9 March 1855, Thompson
led a fifty-five-man detachment out of Cantonment Burgwin for a planned
rendezvous with Col. Thomas T. Fauntleroy’s column, which was marching
south from Fort Massachusetts.36
After riding about a mile north of Cantonment Burgwin, Captain Thompson halted at Ceran St. Vrain’s mill and distillery in Talpa to procure cornmeal
for the horses and whiskey for the company. Major Blake, Lieutenant Johnston, and the commissary sergeant went ahead to Taos to conduct company
business. Bugler Stevens recalled how Blake rode by the mill hurriedly on
his way to town and brusquely told him to “get out of the way.” Meanwhile,
some troopers passed around the jugs, took a few swallows, and filled canteens
with the brew.37
Attorney Davis noted that the “town of Don Fernando de Taos, the county
seat, is situated in a beautiful valley . . . mountain locked upon every side.”38
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Taos, like most towns in the West, offered a range of vices to miners, ranchers,
farmers, and American soldiers. In 1850 Major Beall, then the commanding
officer of the military post at Taos and hardly a teetotaler, made the town
saloon and billiard hall off-limits for enlisted men and convinced the army
to station the troops several miles to the west of town.39 By 1855, however, the
army had relaxed the restrictions on visiting the Taos saloons.
After leaving the mill, the company reached the Taos Plaza at about eleven
in the morning. Thompson ordered the men to gather additional supplies for
the campaign. Leaving half the detachment on the south side of the plaza,
the captain crossed to Peter Joseph’s crowded store on the northwestern
side of the plaza, where, in the company of some enlisted men, he started
drinking.40
Oh What an Eruption Soon Occurred
Acting assistant surgeon Barry testified after the mutiny, “I am well aware
that there was such a feeling in the Company against Maj. Blake. It was like
gun powder—it required but a spark to explode it.”41 The events in the Taos
Plaza supplied the spark.
When Lieutenant Johnston came to town before the arrival of the troops,
he met Christopher “Kit” Carson, the famous scout and mountain man.
Johnston told him that a number of men in Company F had started drinking
that morning and that he would have bypassed Taos had he been in command. According to storekeeper Peter Joseph, several Company F soldiers
were drunk when they entered town and became hostile toward the Hispanic
residents. One trooper attempted to dash his horse through a group of New
Mexicans and ride up the steps of Joseph’s store, but the horse stumbled and
fell, throwing its rider.42
As tensions between intoxicated troopers and Hispanic townspeople
mounted, Captain Thompson granted Johnston permission to order the
pack train out of town. He then instructed 1st Sgt. Thomas Fitzsimmons to
prepare the troop for departure. Bugler Stevens sounded the crisp notes for
assembly, followed by the bugle call “To horse.” After gathering, the troopers
mounted their horses, forming an extended line across the plaza. Lieutenant
Johnston later reported that Thompson at this time appeared to be calm and
“purposely polite.”43
Judge Perry E. Brocchus, an associate justice for the Territory of New
Mexico, heard taunts and shouts emanating from the plaza while he was
passing en route to the Taos courthouse. Sensing trouble, the judge headed
for the plaza, where he quickly sensed “a suppressed spirit of mutiny in the
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majority of the soldiers.” He found Major Blake seated at a desk in Joseph’s
store writing reports, oblivious to the commotion outside. The major assured
the judge that he would quickly put a stop to the rowdiness and headed for
the door.44
Stepping into the plaza, Blake saw several drunken dragoons riding
their horses wildly to and fro and brawling with Hispanic bystanders while
noncommissioned officers were attempting to disarm those engaged in the
fracas. The bulk of the troop seemed peaceably inclined, laughing at the
disorderly antics of their drunken comrades and staying out of the fray. The
drunken behavior of the soldiers also amused a crowd of civilian bystanders,
who roared with laughter. Some soldiers later claimed that the humor of the
vecinos (New Mexican residents) had infuriated them all the more.45
Blake ordered Thompson to take the detachment out of town as quickly
as possible. Jeremiah Sullivan, a three-year veteran who had been seriously
wounded less than a year before at Cieneguilla, was lying on the ground, too
intoxicated to mount, much less to ride. Captain Thompson ordered his first
sergeant to lift the “d—d rascal” onto his horse and tie him to the saddle.46
Because of Captain Thompson’s alcoholism, Fitzsimmons—a tough
and capable twenty-six-year-old veteran from Westmeath, Ireland—often
ran Company F. Assisted by corporals James Vanderlen and Robert Walsh,
Fitzsimmons hauled Sullivan onto his saddle, but the intoxicated man rolled
off and fell to the ground. The trio hoisted him again, but the confused and
drunken Sullivan remained unsteady and resisted their efforts. Sergeant
Fitzsimmons warned Sullivan that he had better make less trouble, to
which Sullivan replied, “You son of a bitch, you are always down upon me.”
Fitzsimmons claimed that Sullivan then punched and kicked him, and he
fought back by striking Sullivan in the face with his fist. Blake was standing
nearby, and when he admonished the sergeant for his rough treatment of the
drunken trooper, Fitzsimmons replied that he was simply defending himself.
Blake claimed that Sullivan had never struck the sergeant.47 Appalled by the
sergeant’s lie, Blake ordered Thompson to arrest Fitzsimmons. The unsteady
Thompson, believing he needed Fitzsimmons’s help leading the troop out of
town and in the campaign, refused to comply with this order. “Very well,” said
the major as he walked over to Fitzsimmons, “you are placed under arrest.”
The furious sergeant took off his saber belt and slammed it to the ground.48
Thompson, however, called back Fitzsimmons and ordered him to tie
Sullivan to his saddle. Sensing a loss of control and the growing danger of
a riot, Blake repeatedly ordered Thompson to march his troop out of town.
Thompson replied that he could not depart without Sullivan. “Never mind
that man [Sullivan], I will have care taken of him,” responded Blake. “No,”
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insisted Thompson, “I must bring all the men with me that I brought in.”
Blake barked, “I order you to take your company out of town immediately,
or if you do not I will, I will march the company out myself.” Thompson
then asked whether the major found him unfit for duty, and Blake assured
him that he did not.49
The arrogant major soon touched off a riot when he walked toward the
front of the assembled troop and turned to address the men and take command. The troop’s anger bubbled to the surface, with the heavy influence
of whiskey no doubt removing the inhibitions of some. An intoxicated Pvt.
John Cooper rode up to Fitzsimmons and demanded to know what that
“damned son of a bitch Blake [was] doing there.” The small but powerfully
built Cooper, once a farmer in Kentucky, had reenlisted in November 1851
and thereafter formed a strong dislike for Major Blake. He exclaimed that the
men in the company were tired of being “driven like niggers” and that it was
time for Blake to give the company some rest. Cooper, whom Fitzsimmons
had already disarmed, continued to disparage the major before riding up to
him. Recognizing Cooper as one of the men at Fort Massachusetts whom
he had encouraged to desert, Blake stated, “this is the son of a bitch . . . I
have been looking for.” Sergeant Fitzsimmons later recounted, “They then
clinched each other by the body and commenced to scuffle and try to throw
each other down.” Major Blake seized Cooper by the collar with one hand
and punched him two or three times. Cooper grabbed Blake’s collar, pulled
the major’s hair, bit him, and struck him with his fist.50
Trooper Joseph Fox, a fiery, freckle-faced Irishman who had enlisted in
April 1852, yelled to Cooper, “Kill the God damned long nosed son of a bitch”
and “cut his throat.” Pvt. John Krebler allegedly furnished Cooper with a
knife and told him to “cut the throat of the son of a bitch.” The company
was filled with well-armed, combat-tested veterans who detested the major
and wanted to see him get a sound thrashing, but they did not intend to kill
him. Even still, when someone gave Blake a pistol, he tossed it away, fearing
they would kill him if he used it.51
Another soldier pleaded with some men to follow him into the fight.
Fitzsimmons, however, warned the men to remain in ranks, and most did
not join the fray. At first neither Thompson nor any of the noncommissioned
officers came to Blake’s aid. Only Lieutenant Johnston meekly attempted to
come forward to help the major. When Johnston started to draw his saber,
the powerfully built Corporal Vanderlen caught him by the shoulder and
warned him sternly that the men would likely kill him. Johnston sheepishly
retreated to the left flank of the troop, commanding the men to remain in the
ranks. He would later claim that he had successfully kept the men in place,
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but in fact several men disregarded his commands and joined the fight. Most
likely, Johnston had rightfully feared for his personal safety and stayed back
until the riot had cooled.52
According to one writer, Kit Carson feared nothing and responded to
danger “with a preternatural swiftness.” A dragoon sergeant once described
him as being “ever ready to sacrifice his all for a friend in need.” But on this
day, Carson peered cautiously around a corner, saw that nobody was rushing
to assist the fallen and battered Blake (including Captain Thompson and
Lieutenant Johnston), calculated the odds, and decided not to fight the furious soldiers alone. Rather, from a safe distance, Carson begged the men to
stop beating Blake. When they did not stop the attack, Carson departed. He
later testified, “I saw that they were too many for me, that I had no business
there, that I could do no good and left.”53
Only one person was willing to risk helping Blake: his trusted servant,
Ramon Baca. Trying to save his patron, Baca rushed into the fight and kicked
Cooper in the neck. Cooper released his hold and called out for his comrades
to “kill the son of a bitch.” Four soldiers approached and struck Baca twice
with the knuckle guard of a saber and the butt of a carbine, rendering him
unconscious.54
Judge Brocchus’s servant entered his chambers and stated breathlessly
that the soldiers were about to kill Major Blake. The pugnacious judge,
never one to avoid a fight, rushed into the fray.55 Arriving at the edge of the
plaza, he saw Blake rolling on the ground and fighting with a “stout athletic
soldier” while Captain Thompson looked on in what the judge described as
a “state of total inertness, manifestly paralyzed in his energies.” Thompson
was standing close to the brawl but doing absolutely nothing to stop it. No
mutineer apparently made the slightest effort to harm Thompson even though
he stood in the eye of the storm.56
As they struggled on the dusty ground, Blake grabbed a saber from
Thompson’s scabbard and struck Cooper three times with the flat of the
blade. Sergeant Fitzsimmons testified that his sense of duty now overcame
his anger at Blake. With the newly minted corporal Vanderlen following
close behind, Fitzsimmons rushed forward carrying a pistol to break up the
fight. He reportedly heard someone yell, “Look out sergeant or you’ll get
hit or hurt.” The pistol was knocked from his hand, and soon the sergeant
was fending off the blows of trooper Fox’s saber with his forearm. As Private
Johnston rode up toward Blake carrying a pistol, Fitzsimmons yelled for him
to get back into the ranks, and Johnston turned around.57
Vanderlen and Fitzsimmons, who had suffered some minor cuts, later
testified that they pulled Cooper off of Major Blake and tossed the assailant
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out of the plaza. When Cooper got up and drew a knife, Fitzsimmons allegedly told the trooper to put it away. Cooper muttered some curses and started
walking back to the company. A trooper named John Steele then grabbed
Blake’s handkerchief and pulled Blake back down to the ground. Thompson
later said that he grabbed Steele by the hand and struck him several times
with the flat of his saber, forcing Steele to release his hold on the major.58
Thompson’s account is suspect because Blake had already taken his saber,
and Thompson was probably too inebriated to lend a hand.
Judge Brocchus—who in his testimony never mentioned seeing Thompson, Fitzsimmons, or Vanderlen attempting to rescue Blake, much less
Johnston keeping troops from participating in the riot—waded into the
middle of the donnybrook and “seized Major Blake around the waist and by
this act of persuasion and the application of some little force induced him
to withdraw from the scene of action to the portal of Peter Joseph[’s]” store.
At this point, Deputy Marshal Ezra A. Depew, Carson, and some bystanders gathered the courage to help break up the fight. Johnston drew his saber
again and boldly threatened to “cut down any man who attempted to attack
the major.” Dazed and confused, beaten and bruised, his uniform caked in
dirt and blood, Major Blake rose slowly to his feet and identified the three
troopers who had attacked him. Deputy Depew, aided by the noncommissioned officers, escorted them to the town jail.59
For the moment, a fragile peace returned to the plaza. Severely bloodied
and battered about his hands and face, Major Blake was confused, angry,
stunned, and, in the words of Judge Brocchus, “evidently in very high blood
and laboring under a sense of outrage and wrong.”60 The judge tenderly
placed his arms around the injured Blake and helped him up to the front
porch of Joseph’s store. Blake immediately began to assail Thompson and
Johnston for not coming to his assistance, claiming that these two men
wanted to see him killed. As the major was brushing himself off, several
parties nearby heard him grumble, “I can whip or thrash any man in this
Co[mpany] from right to left. Either with gun, pistol or saber and now if
there is any one of you thinks yourself fit step out here and I will show you
whether you can call old Blake a coward or such.” Lieutenant Johnston
believed that Blake had taunted the men by calling out “any son of a bitch
or damned scoundrel.”61
During the riot, Stevens watched the belligerent behavior of the men from
the center of the troop while holding the reins of his own horse and those of
Lieutenant Johnston and Captain Thompson. As he walked with the horses
toward Thompson and Johnston, he distinctly heard Blake’s challenge from
the porch. Blake’s rudeness toward him at St. Vrain’s mill earlier that day and
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the major’s past mistreatment of the troops were still fresh in his mind. The
sight of three of his comrades being hauled off to jail, together with Blake’s
bold challenge, must have made Stevens recall his experience in the Massachusetts regiment during the late war, when he witnessed the oppression
of General Cushing and other high-handed officers. He could not contain
himself any longer. Throwing down the reins of the three horses, Stevens
drew his heavy Colt Dragoon revolver from the saddle holster and replied
loudly to Blake, “You can’t back out the Co[mpany] that way. I’m one of
the worst men in it and I’ll accept your challenge either with gun, pistol or
saber.” Blake did not apparently hear this statement as he hobbled away. But
Lieutenant Johnston and Corporal Vanderlen did hear it, and they quickly
gained control of the pistol before telling Stevens to take his horse and go
back to the ranks.62
Blake’s challenge to the entire company horrified Judge Brocchus, who
feared that Blake’s reckless remarks would rekindle their anger and lead to
greater bloodshed. In his view, the majority of soldiers were “in a state of
most lawless and fearful excitement, so much so, that I believe every heart
amongst the civilians in the Plaza was quivering with fear.” Unaware of
Stevens’s fuming acceptance of Blake’s challenge, Brocchus testified that
the youthful bugler was “standing apparently in a very orderly and subordinate manner with the reins of one or two horses swinging on his arm and
a burnished Sharp’s carbine in his hand.” The judge mistakenly thought
that Stevens held no sympathy for the rioters, and Brocchus proposed to
the major “to make him [Stevens] an instrument to go to work among the
other troops & persuade them into subordination.” Believing him to be
“disposed to return order and decorum among the other troops,” the judge
walked over to Stevens and asked him to apologize to the major on behalf
of the troop.63
Stevens accompanied Judge Brocchus to the porch where Stevens offered
Blake an apology. Brocchus testified at Blake’s court-martial that “Maj. Blake
replied addressing himself to [Stevens] with earnestness of manner and intensity of feeling. ‘You have behaved very badly’ and he may have specified
some allegations against him, but I do not remember. The prisoner [Stevens]
with an air of servility began to explain in an apologetic manner. Maj. Blake
seemed, however, unwilling to listen and turning away remarked to me,
‘Judge, I leave the matter with you.’” He said that Blake’s tone of voice was
“empathetic and reprehensive.”64
Stevens, angered by the major’s rude manner and mistreatment of the
company, dropped the reins of his horse and stormed back to his place in
the ranks of the dragoons. The judge, however, undaunted in his efforts as
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peacemaker, approached Stevens again and urged him to offer a formal
apology to the major. The two men returned to the porch where the major
was standing. The judge observed that Stevens did not use “words ordinarily
significant of apology, whether from ignorance of what words to employ or
reluctance to apologize I am not able to say.” Major Blake, in turn, responded
with additional insults, declaring “that he and many of the company had
behaved very badly and that for his part he was not afraid of him or the whole
company.”65
These statements by Blake, who was notorious for his ill-advised asperity among troops even in the best circumstances, enraged Stevens. Born to
the same socioeconomic class as the major, the proud bugler replied, “God
damn you. I’m as good as you are and will blow your God d—d heart out.”
Raising his Model 1851 Sharps carbine, he stepped back, cocked the hammer,
and was about to point the weapon at Blake’s breast when two sets of arms
came out of nowhere and knocked the carbine barrel away. The strong arms
belonged to Kit Carson and Judge Brocchus. Carson wrested the gun from
Stevens’s grasp and Deputy Depew marched him to jail.66
The exceedingly intoxicated Sullivan was still unable to mount his horse,
and Blake arranged to have him tossed into jail to sober up.67 With tranquility
somewhat restored, Johnston led the company out of Taos. The next day,
military officials took custody of the prisoners and on 13 March 1855 placed
them in the guardhouse at Fort Massachusetts to await trial.
From 19 March to 23 March, Company F—minus Steele, Cooper, Fox,
and Stevens sitting in the Taos jail, the banged-up Major Blake, and the
intoxicated Captain Thompson—participated in a series of skirmishes with
Utes and Jicarilla Apaches in the southern Rockies. On 20 April, it joined
two companies of volunteer troops commanded by Lt. Col. Ceran St. Vrain
in a skirmish near Raton Mountain. The campaign of Colonel Fauntleroy
ended soon thereafter. When Company F returned to quarters at Fort Massachusetts, Blake implicated eight of the enlisted men, who had fought bravely
in this campaign, as participants in the mutiny, and they faced a general
court-martial.68
Courts-Martial of the Enlisted Personnel
One day after the mutiny, Captain Thompson, possibly fearing he would be
held responsible, wrote to Colonel Fauntleroy requesting a court of inquiry.69
The colonel, who was about to lead an Indian campaign, did not attend
immediately to Thompson’s request. On 11 April, the battered Major Blake
wrote his report on the mutiny.70
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Farrier Edward O’Meara as well as troopers William Gray, James Johnston,
Adam Williams, Daniel McFarland, Henry Jacobs, John White, and John
Harper were eventually placed in confinement for their part in the mutiny.
A few others were stripped of a month’s pay.71 A far worse fate awaited Stevens, Cooper, Fox, and Steele. The army charged them with mutiny under
the Ninth Article of War and sought the death penalty. Their court-martial
hearings began in Taos on 21 May 1855. Fauntleroy headed the court-martial
panel of eight officers after returning from his successful expedition against
the Utes and Jicarillas.
Although President Pierce and Secretary of War Davis would later
conclude that Blake had provoked the riot, there was no suggestion in the
court-martial proceedings that his actions were a major cause of the mutiny. For the moment, the entire blame would fall on the enlisted men. As
the presiding judge advocate general, Capt. Isaac Bowen prosecuted their
cases.72
Unfairness often marred court-martial hearings against enlisted men: the
jurors were officers, and the judge advocate needed only a two-thirds majority
to gain a guilty verdict. A soldier from the period observed that courts-martial
of enlisted personnel were inherently unfair “as the testimony of enlisted men
is without weight when given against an officer.”73 Assist. Surg. John Byrne,
the judge advocate general in the Thompson court of inquiry, expressed the
typical attitude of officers toward the testimony of enlisted men: “[T]here
is such bitterness of feeling and party bias and so little is the testimony of
soldiers ever to be relied upon where their passions are excited that I did not
think it worth while to call more of them on the stand, than those who were
examined as witnesses.”74
The U.S. Supreme Court did not recognize the right of indigents to appointed counsel in criminal cases until 1932 in the Scottsboro case.75 Military
personnel appearing before a general court-martial did not receive the right to
defense counsel until 1950.76 Military law of the 1850s provided no such right.
Instead, the Articles of War granted the judge advocate general the unique
role of acting not only as prosecutor, recorder, and adviser to the court but
also as defense counsel to the accused.77 If the accused was without counsel
and ignorant of his rights, the judge advocate was supposed to assist him in
the preparation of a defense.
The four prisoners—Stevens, Fox, Cooper, and Steele—were tried separately over five days. Although he was a witness for the prosecution, Johnston
sat as a member of several court-martial panels. Judge Advocate General
Bowen neglected to advise the prisoners to try to have Johnston removed for
prejudice. Further, Bowen failed to recommend that they argue provocation
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by Blake and call witnesses to support this defense. Ultimately, the prisoners
mounted a defense without counsel. Stevens testified:
I did not join in the attack on Maj. Blake but was some distance from
him.—I used my influence with and succeeded in keeping two or three
from joining those who were on the Major. When he spoke to me &
after Judge Brocchus advised me I was willing to apologize if I had
done anything wrong and told the Maj so—but he turned away with a
swear which made me very angry and I made some exclamations and I
did things for which I am sorry.78
The accused men’s cross-examination of the prosecution’s witnesses was pro
forma at best. In the end, Bowen had no problem securing four convictions.
Just as the court-martial panels were quickly deciding the fates of the four
enlisted men, Thompson’s court of inquiry was convening a block away.79
Thompson made an effort to gather evidence not found in the thin record
then being compiled at the courts-martial. Numerous witnesses testified
about the growing anger toward Major Blake between 1853 and 1855. Sergeant
Fitzsimmons argued that the riot would not have occurred if Blake had either
stayed out of town or allowed him to follow Captain Thompson’s order to
lead the company from Taos.80 Sgt. Hugh Cameron and Corporal Vanderlen
declared their belief that Blake had been intoxicated and that he had caused
the riot when he arrested Fitzsimmons and attempted to exercise command
of the company.81
Pursuant to the Sixty-Fifth Article of War, Gen. John Garland transmitted the findings of the court-martial panel on 25 June 1855 for review by
the president.82 On 9 August 1855, President Pierce, a trained lawyer and a
politically appointed general in the late war with Mexico, along with Secretary of War Davis, a former regimental adjutant of the First Dragoons,
reviewed the transcripts.83 The wealth of mitigating evidence in Thompson’s
court of inquiry transcript, in contrast to the brief court-martial records,
surely influenced both Pierce and Davis. The court of inquiry was primarily
convened to shroud Thompson’s role in the mutiny and thereby protect his
career. Intentionally or not, the testimony at Thompson’s court of inquiry
had the palliative effect of granting the four condemned men due process
of law. President Pierce commuted the death sentences of all four men and
resentenced them to three years of hard labor under ball and chain.84 In a
unique turn of events, the president ordered that Blake and Johnston face
courts-martial. Pierce also commanded that Company F be broken up and
its men sent to other companies.85
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The Fate of the Participants
Even before President Pierce reviewed the Taos mutiny records, Thompson
faced a court-martial panel. On 6 July 1855, the tribunal found him guilty of
being boisterous, intoxicated, and unruly during its hearing, and on 4 September, President Pierce ordered him cashiered from the service.86 Filibusterer
William Walker quickly recruited this drunken but talented officer to serve
as his adjutant during his abortive expedition to Nicaragua. On 1 May 1857,
following the Second Battle of Rivas, Walker’s entire force surrendered to
Cdr. C. H. Davis of the U.S. Navy and boarded ships that took them back
to the United States. Thompson reportedly died of dysentery while at sea on
24 June 1857.87
In August 1855, the War Department issued General Orders No. 12, which
concluded that Blake should be prosecuted for causing the riot: “It appears
that no proper discipline had been previously maintained in the Company,
and that the major of the regiment, under whose command they had been
serving, was greatly responsible for that utter want of discipline which would
have cost him his life in this mutiny, if he had not been rescued by civil authority; and that part of the violence he suffered, in the riot, was invited by
his challenging the company to fight him man by man.”88 On 21 September
1855, army headquarters ordered Blake to report to Fort Union, forcing him
to serve far from the comforts of Taos.89 In December the major faced an
array of court-martial charges and was placed under house arrest.90 At the
beleaguered major’s hearing, his two advocates had a number of charges summarily dismissed because they exceeded the two-year statute of limitations.
Most officers in the frontier army interpreted such dismissals as conclusive
proof of guilt.91
The remaining charges garnered a lengthy hearing. On 12 June 1856, the
panel found Blake guilty of dereliction of duty for failing to arrest the disobedient Thompson, acquitted him on the remaining charges, and sentenced him
to suspension without pay for a year.92 A few weeks later, General Garland,
acting under the authority of the 112th Article of War, intervened by remitting
the one-year suspension and restoring Blake to active duty. Soon thereafter,
Blake accompanied First Dragoon officers on their march to California.93 The
army accused Lieutenant Johnston of violating the Eighth Article of War by
failing to do his utmost to rescue Blake and suppress the Taos mutiny. His
court-martial commenced on 6 February 1856, and after a three-day hearing,
the court acquitted him, much to the consternation of General Garland.94
On 25 April 1861, Johnston resigned his commission in the federal army and
became the colonel of the Second Virginia Cavalry.95 After suffering a slap on
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the hand for his role in the mutiny, Blake gained the rank of brevet brigadier
general in 1865 for gallant service in the Civil War.96
In the fall of 1855, the army scattered the enlisted men of Company F in
other companies stationed in New Mexico Territory. Former first sergeant
Fitzsimmons lost his stripes and found himself in Company K. Possibly in
response to his bad behavior and dishonesty, Fitzsimmons was beaten up so
badly in October 1855 that he had to stay at the Fort Union hospital.97 He
nevertheless reenlisted and at the end of the Civil War was serving as a sergeant with Company A of the First Cavalry.98 The army transferred Edward
O’Meara, who was placed in custody following the riot, to Company B. When
he was honorably discharged in 1867, he had gained four hash marks on his
sleeves for four terms of enlistment that included combat with the regiment
in the Civil War.99 Along with the former sergeant Fitzsimmons, mutineer
William Gray was court-martialed in 1856 for attacking the sergeant of the
guard. He stayed in the service and at the start of the war was also serving
with Company K, which was then stationed at Fort Tejon, California.100
Capt. Richard S. Ewell of the First Dragoons escorted Steele, Cooper,
Fox, and Stevens in irons to Fort Leavenworth in the fall of 1855. Trooper

ill. 3. george blake, warrenton, virginia, 1863
Blake is seated on a chair second from the left, with Maj. Gen. Alfred
Pleasonton and his st aff.
(Photograph courtesy Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs Digital
Collection, digital image no. cwp 4a40708)
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Fox, who was initially condemned to death at the court-martial of 1855 before
the president commuted the sentence to three years of hard labor, served his
time in custody and by 1863 was in the ranks of Company K fighting at a little
town called Gettysburg.101 The resourceful Stevens escaped from custody on
2 January 1856 and fought in Bleeding Kansas. On 16 October 1859, Stevens
accompanied John Brown and his recruits in the capture of the Harpers Ferry
Arsenal. Brown’s raid ended when Robert E. Lee’s detachment of marines
forced their way into the enginehouse stronghold and captured Brown and
the surviving men.102 This time no presidential pardon was forthcoming, and
on 16 March 1860, Stevens died on the gallows.
ill. 4. aaron d. stevens, 1860
Stevens appears in jail following the
raid on Harpers Ferry.
(Photograph courtesy Faith Trumbull
Chapter of the Daughters of the
American Revolution, Norwich,
Connecticut)

Conclusion
Although the president and secretary of war
charged Blake and Johnston with dereliction of duty for provoking the riot, General
Garland and Colonel Fauntleroy, both of
whom contributed to the mutiny, escaped
a court-martial. The president and secretary
of war were surely aware that Garland and Fauntleroy had allowed a trio of
inferior officers to continue pushing Company F to its limits and had taken
no steps to check their misconduct. Garland went so far as to restore Blake
to active duty even though the court-martial panel had suspended him for a
year. These two commanders had exacerbated the suffering of the company
by insisting that it participate and bleed in yet another campaign.
The press did not report the Company F mutinies until 1859, when
Stevens surfaced after his capture during Brown’s abortive raid on Harpers
Ferry. Stevens spoke freely to reporters, who wrote widely and inaccurately
about his mutinous past experiences in the army.103 Historians of the antebellum military have overlooked the two mutinies, as have biographers of Kit
Carson—even though he played a role in helping restore order at Taos.104
The only work that mentions the Fort Massachusetts riot and Blake’s aberrant behavior is an article by Lawrence Murphy in Arizona and the West.105
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Murphy does not discuss the Taos riot. A few books on John Brown include
a sentence or two on the role of Stevens in the Taos mutiny.106
Troops sometimes refused to obey commands, deserted en masse, or took
out their collective anger against civilians or noncommissioned officers—
though not against officers.107 What sets the Taos mutiny (and possibly the Fort
Massachusetts mutiny) apart was that more than a dozen men raged against
and ultimately attacked their commanding officer. Without someone like
Major Blake, whose behavior went beyond the pale, two of our military’s most
unique though little-known events would probably have never happened. The
history of our professional military offers no other example of two mass uprisings by the same troop.108 Still, the question remains whether army mutinies
in the West were truly unusual or if they were simply not widely reported or
acknowledged.109
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Three Brothers in Arms
the philbrooks and the civil war in the west
Jeffrey J. Safford

M

any writers have noted the critical role played by the First Colorado
Volunteer Regiment in the American Civil War in the West. Had these
roughhewn frontiersmen not responded to the Union cause, the invasion of
New Mexico by Texas volunteers in the late winter and early spring of 1862
might have resulted in the Confederate annexation of much of the American Southwest. Participants, contemporaries, and scholars have colorfully
documented this extraordinary campaign, which climaxed in the Battle of
Glorieta Pass from 26 March to 28 March 1862.1
This article offers a fresh look at the campaign by tracing the enlistments
of the three Philbrook brothers, who took part in the successful Union effort
to push back the invading Confederate Army. The history of their involvement touches not only on military aspects of the campaign but also on
other matters relating to the event and its aftermath, including the Union’s
court-martialing and pardoning systems and its method for dealing with
battle fatigue and disabled veterans, particularly in the very early stages of
the Civil War in the West.
Henry C., Leander D., and Darius A. Philbrook were born in 1825, 1830,
and 1833, respectively, in Rushville, Yates County, southeast of Rochester, New
York.2 Farming was their family’s main occupation. In the late 1840s, the family
migrated to Brookfield, close to Milwaukee, Wisconsin, where Leander and
321
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Henry became farm laborers.3 In 1851 eighteen-year-old Darius enlisted
in the U.S. Army, serving with the Third Infantry Regiment on the western frontier. Leander and Henry left Brookfield in the spring of 1861 for
Breckenridge, Colorado, a hard-rock gold-mining district located about
one hundred miles west of Denver. Leander labored as a sawyer; Henry
worked as a mason. They were soon joined by Darius, recently honorably
discharged after ten years of service. All three brothers had dark complexions
and were of average height for their time, ranging from five feet six to five
feet nine inches tall.4
When word reached Colorado in early September 1861 that Confederate
general H. H. Sibley was raising volunteer regiments in Texas to invade New
Mexico, the three brothers enlisted: Henry for six months with the Denver
City Home Guards, and Leander and Darius for three years with the First
Colorado Volunteer Infantry Regiment, one of two regiments raised by Gov.
William Gilpin to thwart a Confederate invasion up the Rio Grande from
Texas. For the most part, these regiments were composed of independent,
tough men from the territory’s mining camps and frontier communities.
Semi-disciplined at best under the command of an austere and rigid Denver
lawyer, Col. John P. Slough, the regiments longed for action. When the invasion failed to materialize and training no longer satisfied their restlessness,
large numbers of volunteers diverted their energies to raising hell throughout
the fall and winter of 1861–1862 at Camp Weld on the southern outskirts of
Denver. So disturbing was the lack of discipline among these soldiers that
the citizens of Denver felt compelled to recruit a special police force for their
own protection.5 Among the First Colorado rabble-rousers was Company K,
a mounted infantry unit to which Leander and Darius were assigned and
that mutinied when notified that it had been reclassified as a traditional footsoldiering infantry regiment. Although the rebellion was quelled and the
commanding officer of the company arrested and replaced, Company K, a
feisty group eager to experience combat, continued to disrupt good order at
Camp Weld.6
Disorder finally ceased in late February 1862 when the regiment received
orders to march south to aid Union troops in New Mexico struggling to
stop the advance of General Sibley’s Texas volunteers up the Rio Grande.
After only two days of preparation, the First Colorado left camp on 22
February on a journey that would take it more than four hundred miles in
just thirteen days. Darius, promoted to first sergeant on the strength of his
previous enlistments, was one of the few volunteers to be given a mount.
Leander walked. Henry, whose six-month enlistment would terminate on
1 April 1862, remained in Denver.
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The march of the First Colorado, as historian Alvin M. Josephy Jr. describes
it, was one of the “epic” feats of soldiering in the Civil War.7 Over high wintery
plains and rugged mountains, the 950 volunteers labored amid wretched
conditions on roads that grew increasingly treacherous as the snow and rain
intensified. After averaging fifteen miles per day, the regiment was put on
forced marches on 8 March when it received news that the Confederates had
occupied Albuquerque and Santa Fe and were advancing northeast toward
Fort Union, the First Colorado’s destination and the key to the Union retaining control over New Mexico and the far Southwest. To speed progress, the
volunteers jettisoned all camp equipment, with the exception of two blankets
per man. For several days, they endured a meager diet of dried biscuits and
water. On one occasion, the troops covered sixty-seven miles in twenty-four
hours; on another, ninety-two miles in thirty-six hours. Exhaustion, hunger,
and exposure afflicted both the men of the regiment and its pack horses and
mules, numbers of which “drop[ped] dead in the harness through sheer
fatigue.”8
No record indicates whether Darius, traveling on horseback, suffered
inordinately during this trying march, but his older brother Leander, promoted to third sergeant—a common rank used in the Trans-Mississippi
West—on the basis of his soldiering at Camp Weld, suffered immensely. He
declined during those thirteen days from a robust man capable of difficult
physical work to someone tortured by chronic ailments for the rest of his
life. He later recalled the terrible exposure to the elements, the absence
of tents or any kind of shelter beyond common clothing and blankets, and
the requirement “to sleep continuously upon the ground, at one time in
a violent snow storm.”9 The snow and rain let up on 11 March, but bitterly
cold winds whipped up blinding and choking dust and sand that further
tormented the suffering soldiers. That evening the First Colorado entered
Fort Union with great fanfare, but the ailing Leander could not share in
the celebration. He was suffering from hypothermia and excruciating
arthritis. He may also have not eaten that night, as the regimental wagon
train of supplies, including tents and victuals, had fallen behind. To add
to his discomfort, Fort Union had protective quarters for its resident troops
only, forcing a physically compromised Leander and the other volunteers
to once again sleep out in the open.10
Two days later, on 13 March 1862, a tragic event involving his brother
Darius occurred that would later impair Leander’s mental health as well.
Darius had been soldiering for more than ten years, much of it on the frontier,
since first enlisting in the army in 1851.11 Completing two five-year enlistments
with honorable discharges, he had now embarked on a third. As a veteran, he
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had been promoted to the rank of first sergeant in Company K. His record
was unblemished, and his reputation, as one officer later testified, had been
one of “gentlemanly and soldiery character.”12
But Darius had one weakness: a self-confessed “indulgence in liquor.”13 On
the evening of 13 March, he became uncontrollably drunk. When Lt. Isaac
Gray, whom Darius knew and liked, attempted to remove the cavalryman
peacefully from the sutler’s saloon, Darius resisted violently and accosted the
officer with abusive language. Attempts to pacify the soldier only exacerbated
his agitation. Darius drew his Colt revolver and fired at the lieutenant, but the
round missed. In defense, Gray struck the soldier with the flat of his sword,
without visible effect. The totally inebriated Darius recommenced firing,
with one round striking the lieutenant squarely between the eyes.14
As Ovando Hollister, who served in Company F of the same regiment,
later recalled—while acknowledging that “there are fifty different stories”
about what actually happened—Darius had no cause to react so violently.
Other officers on the scene, incensed at what had just occurred, “emptied
their revolvers” at the fleeing Darius, but he somehow eluded their shots.
Soon overtaken, Darius was hauled to the camp guardhouse, but not before
members of Lieutenant Gray’s Company B attempted to lynch the drunken
sergeant. Only the firmness of the officer of the day prevented this effort from
succeeding. In the meantime, it had become evident that the bullet that had
struck Lieutenant Gray had not penetrated his skull but had glanced downward from the bridge of his nose into the lower part of his face. Miraculously,
his wound was not life-threatening.15
Darius’s court-martial convened four days later. Presiding over the proceedings was Maj. John Milton Chivington, a huge, charismatic Methodist
preacher and born fighter who would distinguish himself in battle at Glorieta
Pass in several weeks, and two years later achieve infamy for the massacre
of peaceful Indians at Sand Creek, Colorado. Chivington’s intolerance for
miscreants spelled doom for the now completely sobered and repentant first
sergeant, who claimed only the dimmest recollection of the shooting. “I have
served ten years in Company F, 3rd Inf. USA, and I have never got into any
difficulty during my whole service, except through indulgence in liquor,”
Darius pleaded before the court. “I am very sorry that I have got into difficulty
with Lieut. Gray,” he explained, “as I always looked upon him as one of my
best friends. I was drunk when the occurance [sic] took place, and I scarcely
recollect anything that occured [sic] at the time.” Adding that he had received
two honorable discharges from the U.S. Army, Darius threw himself on “the
indulgence and clemency” of the military court, a body composed of thirteen
officers from companies of the First Colorado.16
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Clemency was not forthcoming despite additional appeals made by officers
of the regiment on the basis of his character and good record, and despite
the revelation that Lieutenant Gray would survive. Darius was convicted of
having violated the Ninth Article of War, which specified that any officer or
soldier “who shall strike his superior officer, or draw or lift up any weapon, or
offer any violence against him, being in the execution of his office” could be
sentenced to death.17 Adopting the most severe penalty, the court ordered that
Darius “be shot to death at such time and place as the Commanding Officer
of the Department of New Mexico may direct, two thirds of the members
concurring therein.” This verdict was then approved by Col. Edward R. S.
Canby, the commander of the Department of New Mexico.18
Customarily, verdicts calling for the death penalty would have been forwarded via the Office of the Judge Advocate General in Washington, D.C.,
to Pres. Abraham Lincoln for a final arbitrament. Recent studies of Lincoln
and the military justice system during the Civil War suggest that there was a
good chance the president, an ardent second-chancer, would have reduced
Darius’s sentence, particularly given that the sergeant had served faithfully
over two previous enlistments.19 Although Lincoln’s generals complained that
the president’s well-known compassion made it difficult for them to enforce
discipline in the ranks, Lincoln actually enjoyed pardoning soldiers if there
was any justification for doing so. “It makes me rested, after a day’s hard work,”
he informed Schuyler Colfax, an Indiana legislator, “if I can find some good
excuse for saving a man’s life.”20
But New Mexico’s remoteness appears to have worked against Darius.
There is no record of the verdict having reached the nation’s capital for a final
review before the sentence was carried out. At 2:00 p.m. on 8 April 1862, just
twenty-six days after his attack on Lieutenant Gray, Darius met his end before
a Fort Union firing squad. Because the Colorado Volunteers had already left
Fort Union to engage the Confederates, the executioners were chosen by lot
from three of the garrison’s ranks: Company D, First U.S. Cavalry; Company
A, Fifth U.S. Infantry; and the fort’s “Battery,” presumably an artillery outfit.
The whole garrison was then mustered for the viewing.21
Although not documented, the procedure probably followed the
ceremonial practice prescribed by army regulations. According to these
regulations, the troops would have been arranged in a large rectangle with
one open end. Columns of soldiers would create a corridor through which
the prisoner and his procession would march. The fort’s provost marshal
would have led the execution procession, followed by a band performing
funeral dirges with muffled drums; the dead march from Handel’s oratorio
Saul was a frequent choice.22 An armed guard, the coffin, the prisoner on
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a wagon, a chaplain, and another armed guard would follow the provost
marshal and band. Bringing up the rear would be the twelve men selected by
lot as executioners. An additional reserve of six men would serve as a backup in
case the designated firing squad failed. Having reached the end of the rectangle,
Darius might have been compelled to stand or sit on his coffin. Readings of the
court’s finding and the verdict would be followed by a prayer by the chaplain.
Whether Darius chose to be blindfolded is unknown. Upon a signal, the firing
squad, standing six to eight paces from the prisoner, would carry out its order.
To leave doubt in the minds of the firing squad, not all the rounds fired would
have been live. Following the execution, all those assembled would be obliged
to file by Darius’s bullet-riddled body—orchestrated to leave a sobering and
indelible impression on those who witnessed it. First Sgt. Darius Philbrook
would have been buried at Fort Union.23
Darius’s sentence of execution was unusual in three ways. First, as noted,
it did not go through the typical appeals process. Second, according to a
list compiled by the Office of the Adjutant General after the Civil War, of
the 267 soldiers shot or hanged by Union military authorities between 1861
and 1865, Darius was the only one executed for assaulting a superior officer.
Except for two men found guilty of inciting mutiny, the remainder of those
executed under the Articles of War had either deserted or committed murder, robbery, or rape. Third, as first sergeant, Darius was, with one other, the
highest-ranking soldier to be executed by the Union during the Civil War.24
Mercifully, Leander had not witnessed Darius’s trial and execution. He had
moved out on 22 March with the First Colorado to confront the Confederates
at the battle for Glorieta Pass, a winding, high-elevation crossing through the
southern Sangre de Cristo Mountains on the old Santa Fe Trail, roughly
twenty miles east of Santa Fe, New Mexico. This Union victory, known locally
as the “Gettysburg of the West,” put a decisive end to Confederate designs on
the Southwest. Precisely what part Leander played in this two-day battle is
not clear. The larger portion of his Company K fought heroically at Pigeon’s
Ranch in support of a battery of Union artillery on the final day of the battle.
When the rebels seemed about to reach the guns, military historian Flint
Whitlock records, Company K rose from the ground and “deliver[ed] volley
after volley at point-blank range, which drove the enemy back.” Company
K followed these volleys with a bayonet charge.25 But a smaller portion of
the company was stationed at the rear to guard the Union supply train. Results of the battle are well known: the Confederates appeared to be gaining
the upper hand until Major Chivington led a Union contingent over the
mountains to the south of the pass to attack the Confederates from behind.
Providentially for the Union cause, Chivington’s force happened upon the
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Confederate supply train of eighty wagons and a large number of horses and
mules. The successful surprise attack devastated the Confederates’ supply
line. Stripped of food, clothing, wagons, mules, and horses, all critical to the
Texans’ campaign, the Confederates were compelled to break off action and
commence a humiliating retreat.
Having survived the battle, Leander took part in the Union pursuit of the
Confederates down the Rio Grande. On 11 April, Leander’s regiment received
news that Darius’s plea for clemency had been denied and that he had been
executed by firing squad.26 Four days later, Leander’s regiment caught up with
the Texans at Peralta, some twenty-five miles south of Albuquerque, where
a minor victory hastened the Confederate withdrawal from New Mexico.
The Colorado Volunteers then proceeded another seventy-five miles down
the east bank of the Rio Grande. They were heading toward Fort Craig, a
post established on the west side of the river in 1853 to repel repeated Indian
attacks on the settlers of southern New Mexico Territory. The Confederates
had previously bypassed Fort Craig on their way north because Sibley had
determined it was too well defended for a frontal assault. After the Colorado
Volunteers had proceeded down the Rio Grande, they were obliged to
undertake a difficult fording of the river, which was rising and cold due to
snowmelt.
Although Leander had performed admirably as a soldier, as his earlier
promotion to third sergeant attests, he was now a broken man, overcome by
grief over the death of his younger brother. His physical constitution, already
compromised by hypothermia, had been further weakened by continued
exposure to the elements. At the outset, icy, wind-driven snow and rain had
plagued the volunteers; now gale-driven suffocating sands battered them as
they moved into southern New Mexico. After traversing the Rio Grande,
Leander became so ill that he was committed to the infirmary at Fort Craig.
While the reinforcement of Fort Craig by the Colorado Volunteers represented a military accomplishment of note, it did not bring complete satisfaction to the occupying Union soldiers, including Leander in his declining
condition. The troops, having pushed far ahead of their supply train, had
been obliged to go on half rations. To make matters worse, the half rations
contained hardly any beef. Fresh beef was a mainstay of the frontier soldier’s
food supply. The absence of it was the cause of much discontent, especially
among the Colorado Volunteers, whose “considerable murmuring” drew
alarmed attention.27
Several conditions led to the absence of beef. Foremost, the invasion of
New Mexico forced local ranchers with pro-Union sentiments to drive their
cattle herds north so invading Texans would not have access to them. The
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ranchers drove many of their cattle beyond New Mexico’s northern border
into Colorado, and the Confederates took most of what remained for their
own food supply. As a result, southern New Mexico lacked fresh beef. For
more than two months following the volunteers’ arrival, until July 1862, cattle
herds from Colorado did not reach Fort Craig. Ranchers who had driven their
cattle into Colorado faced an expensive and laborious round-up and drive of
many weeks. To compound matters, the owners of available cattle anywhere
in New Mexico or southern Colorado were reluctant to accept governmentissued paper currency or IOUs. Instead, they demanded gold or silver coin,
which the Union military authorities could not provide. In addition, the few
cattle identified in southern New Mexico that would have been suitable for
human consumption were in very poor condition because Indian depredations forced the owners, as one witness explained, “to herd them within their
settlements and corral them at night.” This necessity deprived the cattle of
adequate twenty-four-hour access to grass and left them undernourished.28
Determined to get rations down to the soldiers at Fort Craig, Colonel
Canby—recently promoted to brigadier general—brought suit against O.
P. Hovey, the Santa Fe entrepreneur who had been contracted to provide
fresh beef for the military. But Hovey maintained that it was impossible to
comply with the contract’s terms given the existing circumstances.29 When
Hovey’s agents appeared before the court, they passionately corroborated his
testimony.30 The outcome of the case is not included in the military record,
but the implications are clear: throughout April, May, and June 1862, a sufficient supply of beef was not provided to the ill-fed soldiers at Fort Craig, a
common affliction among all soldiers, East and West, Union and Confederate. All suffered as a result, the already malnourished Leander among them.
The combination of inadequate food, repeated attacks of rheumatism, and
mental anguish caused by the execution of his brother rendered Leander
unfit for any but the most menial camp tasks and often unfit for anything but
the camp hospital. He was taken off active duty and for all practical purposes
ceased soldiering.
Leander’s physical and mental constitution continued to degenerate as he
agonized over the execution of Darius. He may have felt personally responsible for failing to protect his younger brother. So severely did his physical and
mental state deteriorate that on 21 June 1862, his Company K commander,
Capt. Samuel M. Robbins, felt compelled to recommend Leander’s discharge
on grounds of disability.
Since [the regiment’s arrival at Fort Craig], 3d Sergt [Leander]
Philbrook has not done a day’s duty—that great trouble [the execution
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of Darius] seems to have prostrated him; he never smiles, seldom
speaks, except to wish that he might see his Father and Mother once
more, that he might explain to them the circumstances attending his
brother’s death, before they hear it through the papers.
From a hale, hearty man, he has shrunk to a mere skeleton of his
former self. I do not think he will ever be able to do another day’s duty
in the Company.
I regret to loose [sic] him, as he has been a good soldier, and it is
only from motives of humanity, that I most respectfully ask for an order
discharging him from Service.31
Major Chivington, the officer who had presided over Darius’s court-martial,
could comprehend the tragedy felt by Leander and authorized the request.
On 24 June 1862, Leander left Fort Craig with a medical discharge describing
his condition as one of “broken health.”32
Although Captain Robbins based his request for Leander’s discharge
on both mental and physical disability, the Medical and Surgical History
of the War of the Rebellion did not list “broken health” as a justification for
wartime release from duty when it was published in 1870.33 From the record
of disablement discharges, Leander seems to have been classified as a victim
of acute rheumatism, a so-called “constitutional” disease that caused more
medical discharges in the New Mexico military department than in any other
department of the U.S. Army during the spring of 1862.34
Psychiatric disability, such as that which complicated Leander’s condition, was only vaguely comprehended during the war’s initial stages. As
historians Richard A. Gabriel and Karen S. Metz note, American military
psychiatry in the first year of the Civil War had improved little since the
Revolutionary era. At the war’s outset, the Union Army had no psychiatrists
on its staff. Ailing soldiers would have to wait until 1873 for an existing
military hospital to be devoted specifically to the “treatment of psychiatric
casualties.”35 Disorders of the nervous system were apparent among the
men but too often were treated in the ranks as unmanly cowardice rather
than genuine mental fatigue. Ultimately, psychiatric casualties were most
commonly classified under a category labeled “nostalgia”—one of twelve
categories considered a “disease of [the] nervous system”—a combination
of emotional symptoms that rendered a soldier incapable of fighting. Although Leander fit this category of disablement—his longing for home and
his parents suggests this condition—the statistical record indicates that his
discharge in this early stage of the conflict was granted for physical disability
rather than for mental incapacitation.
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The physicians contracted by the U.S. Army in New Mexico may be at
fault for underestimating Leander’s condition, resulting in inadequate care.
E. J. Bailey, surgeon for the U.S. Army Medical Services in Santa Fe, did not
reference Leander’s case specifically, but in June 1862, following the successful Union campaign, he complained to headquarters that “it is impossible
to obtain competent contract physicians to perform the medical duties of
this Depart[ment],” adding that “those that we now employ possess the most
ordinary qualifications.” Consequently, Bailey was convinced that soldiers
in “precarious conditions” could not receive the care they needed in New
Mexico, and would have to be sent east for treatment or discharge. Sadly,
Bailey’s superiors ignored his observations.36 Could Leander have been one
of Bailey’s “precarious” cases? Records contain names of soldiers who were
sent to a new medical facility near Las Vegas, New Mexico, and then east,
many suffering rheumatic symptoms such as those displayed by Leander, but
his name is not among them.37
One hundred years later, during the Vietnam War, psychiatric disabilities, including battle fatigue, were divided into four categories: anxiety
reactions, conversion reactions (hysteria), depressive reactions (melancholy), and insanity. In all probability, Leander’s disability would have
been classified as a depressive reaction (melancholy). In this category, the
symptoms listed were guilt and self-depreciation. The patient feels guilty
for not having been kinder to, more helpful to, and more protective of
friends and family. He upbraids himself for shortcomings that might have
led to the death of his fellow soldiers.38 While not labeled the same way,
these symptoms were also identified by Civil War surgeons. As Surg. Gen.
William A. Hammond later observed, “When reverses ensued, or food or
clothing became deficient, or the weather changed for the worse, these men
became morose and despondent.”39 Leander’s commanding officer, Capt.
Robbins, had earlier and independently identified some of these symptoms,
but at the time of Leander’s discharge there was neither a classification for
them nor a means to remedy them.
Leander’s discharge seems to have followed the pattern of how numerous
mentally and physically disabled Union soldiers were mustered out during the
war’s initial stages. Given that there were no medical or psychiatric facilities in
the area to treat his condition and that he was not an ambulatory case, Leander
was probably shown the camp gate and turned out to fend for himself, instead
of being sent to Las Vegas or back east. This practice, a merciless solution
to the problem, was founded on long military tradition. Both sides released
untold numbers of insane or shocked Union and Confederate soldiers in this
manner. Where railroads existed, some soldiers, unsupervised and short of
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reason, were put on trains, their destination pinned to their clothing. With
no railroads in New Mexico, however, the prospect of a discharged soldier
wandering about until he succumbed to exposure or starvation was real.40
Men at the military headquarters in Santa Fe surely understood that this
possibility existed. If the precarious cases cited by Bailey were released in
New Mexico, warned B. A. Clements, an assistant surgeon, “it would prove
difficult for them to reach their homes.”41
Despite such reservations concerning the ability of the Union’s New
Mexico medical service to treat its patients, no one could say that care and
compassion were absent from its efforts. For example, Basil Norris, the assistant surgeon at Fort Craig, was deeply concerned for the welfare of the
seriously wounded or impaired. He requested orders from General Canby
that ambulatory cases be “moved [to the East] in the most comfortable manner, and with everything necessary for their convenience and care during
the journey.” Norris feared that unless his request was honored, “these poor
fellows will be sent away uncomfortably under some wagon master who will
find them a source of trouble [rather] than transported subservient to their
convenience and ease.”42
Fortunately, unlike numerous other soldiers in a “precarious” condition,
many of them disoriented and hundreds, if not thousands, of miles from home,
Leander had family help on hand. His older brother, Henry, discharged on 1
April following the conclusion of his six-month enlistment with the Denver
City Home Guards, came to Leander’s aid. Perhaps Henry was even at the
camp gate, prepared to shoulder an arduous commitment to care for the
well-being of his invalid younger sibling.
So concludes the three brothers’ troubled Civil War experience, yet
there is more to their story. A brief examination of Leander’s postwar experience—more than forty years’ effort to secure treatment for his war-inflicted
disabilities—takes the story to its logical end.
****
The reunited Leander and Henry first settled in Trinidad, Colorado, on the
New Mexico—Colorado border. Leander had previously encamped nearby
on the Purgatoire River during his regiment’s arduous trek from Denver to
Fort Union. Perhaps as a result, the now-ailing soldier thought highly of the
location. Here the two brothers established Trinidad’s first store, which they
operated for almost a year and a half: Henry worked the store, and Leander,
no longer able to take on manual labor, assisted when not disabled by “great
general debility.”43 Even with his disabilities, in the spring of 1863, Leander
traveled back to the Midwest, where in April he wed Nancy J. Graham in
Ottawa, Illinois.44
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Following their nuptials, Leander returned to Trinidad, likely with his
wife, and took part in the exciting life of southern Colorado Territory. In
October 1863, for example, while he was escorting one Dolores Sanchez
north from Trinidad, members of the notorious “Espinosa Gang” attacked
his and Dolores’s wagon. Dodging a fusillade of bullets, Leander managed
to escape and, despite his infirmities, fled on foot many miles to safety.45
In early 1864, the brothers decided to leave Trinidad for Virginia City,
Montana Territory: Leander, “for a change of climate and atmosphere and
thermal springs”; Henry, for the opportunity to prospect for gold.46 Having
heard of the existence of ample thermal springs and gold in Montana, they
sold their store and made their way by the long overland trail to the territory’s
capital, Virginia City, arriving sometime before midyear.47
Precisely what Henry and Leander did for the remainder of 1864 and much
of 1865 is not clear in the historical record, although Leander later testified
that he was able to undertake some light work as a herder of ranch livestock.48
Then in the fall of 1865, the brothers, along with Leander’s wife, Nancy,
relocated to Cold Spring Gulch in the Lower Hot Spring Mining District,
thirty-five miles northeast of the territorial capital. Cold Spring Gulch was
part of a rapidly growing and promising gold-producing region, and the two
men sought to take advantage of it. During the latter part of 1865 and very
early in 1866, Henry, Leander, and Nancy claimed discoveries and extensions
on nine lodes in and around the gulch.49 Coincidentally, Cold Spring Gulch
was located less than four miles from the Hot Spring Mining District’s most
notable landmark—and the source of its name—a remarkable fount of 124°F
thermal waters. Access to therapeutic waters was crucial to Leander’s health,
or so the brothers believed.
Water cures, or hydropathy, were exceedingly popular in the post–Civil
War period. A widespread belief at the time was that the application of,
ingestion of, or immersion in natural waters could improve poor or delicate
health in general and also treat specific ailments. For instance, immersion in
medicinal waters, believed hydropathists, improved the blood circulation of
patients suffering from rheumatism, Leander’s constant and painful affliction
since the First Colorado’s epic march in the winter of 1862. Hydropathy was
an alternative to—and cheaper and less harmful than—the stubborn medical
orthodoxy holding that all illnesses could be cured by purging or bleeding.
The conviction that water cures not only were the best therapy for persons
afflicted with rheumatic diseases but cured mental illnesses as well—calming
nerves frayed by armed combat and mental fatigue, for example—undoubtedly caught Leander’s and Henry’s attention.50 Access to thermal waters
became a dominant concern in their lives.
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The Philbrooks did not stay long in Montana, departing the territory in
the spring or early summer of 1866. Perhaps this was because the Hot Spring
Mining District’s waters had failed to provide the sought-after cure for Leander’s ailments; locals, in fact, had expressed doubt that the waters had any
medicinal value at all.51 Moreover, the family’s prospecting for gold apparently
was unsuccessful, as there is no record that the Philbrooks were able to get
any return on their discovery claims. The brothers’ new destination was Salt
Lake City, Utah Territory. Whether Nancy accompanied them cannot be
determined, nor can she be accounted for in any way hereafter.
Henry and Leander resided in Utah for four months before heading for
Nevada’s numerous hot springs, first to Belmont and then shortly to Virginia
City, where Leander found light work in a mine and as a driver of a water
cart for Wells Fargo. Within another year, Leander and Henry moved an
additional three times to other Nevada communities: Hamilton, Elko, and
Pische. Leander later testified that in all three locations he had suffered
“severe attack[s] of sickness” that rendered him unable to undertake any
form of labor and forced him flat on his back for long stretches during those
months.52
During the summer of 1870, the Philbrooks headed back to Montana,
this time to Helena, where they lived for two years at hot springs around that
growing community and at similar sites near the Yellowstone River. Once
again, Montana’s thermal waters failed to please Leander, and he and Henry
moved south for a second time to Salt Lake City’s therapeutic springs. They
resided there through 1879, the year Leander reported on his ill health and
wanderings to federal pension authorities.53
Seventeen years had passed since Leander’s discharge from Fort Craig
in 1862, and many societal changes had occurred, but the attitude toward
government handouts was not one of them. In much the same way that
battle fatigue was too often interpreted as cowardice during the Civil War,
disabled veterans lawfully seeking pensions were often portrayed as “shirkers, malingerers, or free-loaders” following the conflict.54 Leander, however,
made a good case for himself, and his application for a veteran’s pension was
approved. He also acknowledged to these officers the brotherly care of the
faithful Henry, “upon whose aid and assistance this applicant was dependant
for maintenance and support in a large degree.”55
One year later, without Henry, and seemingly without Nancy, Leander
was reunited with his family in Brookfield, Wisconsin, and appears to have
been a resident there through most of the 1880s.56 But the Milwaukee area
did not possess the thermal waters the veteran still believed he required.
Consequently, Leander moved to Hot Springs, Arkansas, around 1892.57 Long

334 N new mexico historical review

volume 88, number 3

renowned for its numerous springs, which discharged a million gallons of
water per day at an average temperature of 143 degrees, Hot Springs had
been designated a military reservation as early as 1832, with an Army and
Navy General Hospital constructed there in 1887. It is doubtful, however,
that Leander entered the military hospital, as that institution’s records do not
list him among its patients.58 More likely, Leander attended one or more of
the many privately operated baths whose therapeutic waters were supplied
by the military reservation.
Leander’s whereabouts during the next decade are difficult to determine.
Following the turn of the century, however, he was back in Brookfield, Wisconsin. Here, he qualified on the basis of his war-caused impairments for
admittance to the Milwaukee-situated National Home for Disabled Volunteer
Soldiers, one of three such facilities signed into law by President Lincoln in
1865 and constructed in 1867–1868.59 Why Leander waited so many years to
avail himself of the National Home’s facilities and medical services remains
another of those many imponderables marking his life’s history.
Finally, on 5 December 1906, only days before his seventy-sixth birthday, the aged veteran died and was buried, apparently without fanfare,
in Brookfield’s Pioneer Cemetery (now Woods National Cemetery).60 So
concluded Leander’s more than four decades’ effort to seek relief for his
Civil War–caused disabilities. After all this time, he was not forgotten: following a request to the War Department, an official military gravestone was
shipped to Brookfield in 1939 and now honors the remains of one of the
many unheralded First Colorado Volunteer soldiers in the New Mexico
Campaign of 1862.61
****
Like so many other Civil War veterans and pioneer settlers of the
American West, the Philbrook brothers did not leave an indelible mark on
the land, save for Leander’s gravesite. Beyond their war experience, few
records remain to document the brothers’ or their immediate families’
existence. Still, theirs is a touching tale. Conspicuous on the one hand
for its acts of familial compassion and fidelity, coupled on the other with
the federal government’s establishment of services and institutions for its
military veterans, the story gives evidence that at least one of the brothers
was finally able to receive assistance vital to his well-being in a harsh land
that too often ignored the aged, infirm, or otherwise handicapped members
of society. Finally, the Philbrook story provides a microcosmic glimpse
into significant aspects of the Civil War’s New Mexico Campaign and its
peacetime aftermath that were undoubtedly shared by many veterans of
the conflict, especially disabled Union soldiers.
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Fontana, photographs by Edward McCain. (Tucson: University of Arizona
Press, 2010. xvii + 351 pp. 188 color plates, 12 diagrams, notes, references,
index. $75.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-8165-2840-0.)
This work focuses on one of the best-known missions in the southwestern United States, San Xavier del Bac, located on the Tohono O’odham
Reservation near Tucson, Arizona. Written by the leading authority on the
mission, this study represents the first complete catalogue of its artwork and
decoration. Bernard L. Fontana’s survey of the existing literature on the
mission is fundamental to further study, as are his compilations of archival
documentation, historic photographs, and past restoration campaigns. Additionally, the volume serves as a major handbook of Catholic iconography.
The gorgeous color plates, by award-winning photographer Edward McCain,
provide previously unpublished views of the interior decoration.
San Xavier del Bac is deserving of such serious study because it preserves
much of its original late eighteenth-century decoration, all of it catalogued
by Fontana. Although it originated as a Jesuit mission, San Xavier passed into
Franciscan control in 1768. As Fontana demonstrates, the mission’s decoration
reflects a Franciscan orientation. The catalogue begins with an exemplary
description of the façade, which demonstrates how to analyze its complex,
Ultrabaroque decoration. When appropriate Fontana points out restorations
as well as objects mentioned in past inventories, such as the baptismal font
documented in 1765, or artworks brought from nearby Mission San José de
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Tumacácori in 1848. In the baptistry, he calls attention to the unfinished
mural of the Baptism of Christ with its original pencil outlines still visible.
More generally Fontana’s tome also serves as an outstanding handbook
of Catholic iconography. He explains every image in detail and includes
comparisons to images at other missions. This description, however, led
me to wonder about the book’s intended audience. Scholars may find some
explanations rudimentary, and I skipped over sections, such as the lengthy
digression about the Council of Trent. Students and “lay people,” however,
may find these parts helpful.
Furthermore, as an art historian, I hoped for more in-depth handling
of questions of artistic style. Instead of simply judging the Ultrabaroque as
an outdated approach for the late 1700s, a more nuanced inquiry into the
choice of this style and how it produced meaning would be useful. Similarly,
Fontana repeatedly insists on the European nature of the artistic decoration,
denying the possibility of indigenous influences. While there may be no
obvious carryovers from Tohono O’odham art and architecture, I wondered
about the more subtle consequences of the interactions between European
and Mexican missionaries and Native worshippers. Can we read indigenous
presence in the absence of overt references? Similarly, a more productive
approach to what Fontana deems the simplified style of mission art would be
constructive. How did these more reductive visual strategies produce meaning for indigenous viewers? What does it tell us about visual literacy among
Native populations during missionization?
This volume is a very important addition to our knowledge of San Xavier
del Bac and other missions. It represents decades of research and devotion
to the mission community on the author’s part. McCain’s dramatically lit
photographs, in conjunction with Fontana’s text, capture the mystery of this
church and the faith of its worshippers.
Charlene Villaseñor Black
University of California, Los Angeles

New Mexico Art Through Time: Prehistory to the Present. By Joseph Traugott. (Santa Fe: Museum of New Mexico Press, in association with New
Mexico Museum of Art, 2012. 244 pp. 236 color plates, 27 halftones, further
reading, bibliography, acknowledgments, credits, index. $50.00 cloth, ISBN
978-0-8901-3545-7.)
Joseph Traugott’s ambitious survey of art in New Mexico presents a much
needed critical perspective. Given that many publications on New Mexico
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perpetuate disproven, outdated, or inaccurate essentialisms about identity and
culture, Traugott’s groundbreaking approach moves away from depleted, often
politically motivated, ideas toward an alternate, more theoretically informed
way of understanding local material production.
Traugott explains his approach by referencing the seminal work of Yale art
historian George Kubler, who proposed that historical change in art production is anchored to prime objects, that is, works that introduce innovations
before being absorbed into general practice and rendered conventional. Traugott’s methodological justification is rooted in part in his critical assessment
of the overly simplistic “tricultural” paradigm, which continues to be applied
when discussing New Mexico’s history and culture. He correctly notes, “The
simplistic view of three cultures is so ingrained that sweeping generalizations
about the region continue to be made, undermining understanding of the
complexity of New Mexico art and culture” (p. 19).
Traugott begins with a brief examination of Paleolithic to late Archaic
art production followed by a chapter on the art of Ancestral Puebloan villages. The latter consists mostly of formal analyses with little or inconsistent
contextual elucidation. The third chapter focuses on the arrival of Hispanic
explorers and settlers from central New Spain. The historical context in this
section is quite thorough and provides a highly detailed background for the
able analysis of the selected works. The following section examines the period marked by United States intervention. Again, the historical discussion is
informative; however, the works of art included are generally not analyzed in
depth nor adequately contextualized. The final chapters focus on the period
beginning with statehood to the present and are organized by schools and
artist groups, then thematically and by individual artists.
The deep historical focus of the book presents certain challenges. Does
the art of New Mexico refer only to the current state? If so, this geopolitical
reference is problematic since current state boundaries date only to the nineteenth century. The limits that once loosely marked the expansive northern
province of la Nuevo México during the colonial period included territories
currently belonging to neighboring states. Furthermore, before the arrival of
Hispanos in the area, no borders existed, nor did the European concept of
territory. What makes art New Mexican and does it stop being New Mexican
at the current state boundaries or in regions that are today part of Texas,
Colorado, Arizona, and even northern Mexico? If the latter, can we still call
it New Mexican art?
Traugott’s book is a significant contribution to the body of scholarship
on New Mexico. Although there are minor problems, such as insufficient
elaboration or contextualization in various instances, Traugott astutely
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problematizes familiar terms and approaches, and offers a perspective that
provides a different way of thinking through an overwhelming amount of
material deserving of rigorous academic attention.
Ray Hernández-Durán
University of New Mexico

On the Borders of Love and Power: Families and Kinship in the Intercultural
American Southwest. Edited by David Wallace Adams and Crista DeLuzio.
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2012. xii + 353 pp. 17 halftones, map,
table, graphs, selected bibliography, contributors, index. $70.00 cloth, ISBN
978-0-5202-7238-5, $29.95 paper, ISBN 978-0-5202-7239-2.)
An intriguing trend in western historical writing has grown from what
once was called “women’s history” through the more current “gender history” into what we might call “relational history,” the study of the personal
and institutional manifestations of men and women (and men and men, and
women and women) bonding, loving, and dealing with the consequences.
This fine collection gives a western twist to a universal topic by pursuing it
in the interethnic snarl of the American Southwest.
The dozen essays are grouped into three sections. The first part concerns
the varieties of families formed when different cultures meld together, usually with one enforcing a racial pecking order. Margaret Jacobs and Anne
Hyde concisely bring together insights of their award-winning books on the
often forced adoption of Indian children, and on families and family-mixing,
as one key to understanding western conquest. Cathleen Cahill shows how
employment of families in the Indian service was one more western anticipation of wider government policies, in this case the “maternalist welfare state”
emerging in the Progressive Era. Joaquín Rivaya-Martinez takes a fresh look
at Comanche captivity, finding revealing patterns in the fates of those taken.
The second section focuses on the evolving legal contexts of families and
begins with Ramón Gutiérrez’s masterful overview of the family as both locus
and tool of state and religious power. Donna Schuele zeros in on the Ávila
family of old Los Angeles, and by tracing the fate of its patriarch’s rancho
particularizes both the loss of Californios’ landholdings and the unraveling
of familial bonds under Anglo law and culture. Monica Perales considers
official rhetoric on both sides of the Texas-Mexico border, where El Paso
spokesmen promoted Anglo ideals of motherhood to cultivate a Mexican
domestic labor force and Mexican authorities did much the same as part
of the era’s push for modernity and nationalism. Pablo Mitchell turns to an
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unusual body of evidence, appeals of criminal convictions, to find a similar
push-and-shove of domestic visions, one centering on the quality of Mexican
home life, another among Mexicans over patriarchy and gender roles.
The final section looks at borderland cultures and family relationships.
Tracy Brown uses a bizarre murder in 1773 of a man from Tesuque pueblo
by his wife, a native of Cochiti, to trace the tensions inherent among families
drawn from three systems of lineage and authority over intimate life, one
Spanish and two Pueblo. Compradrazgo, or god parentage, with Spaniards
assuming the role over children of Indian neophytes, is the focus of Erika
Pérez. While allowing Indians a bit of wiggle room in sustaining their own
traditions, compradrazgo was an effective, nonviolent tool for conquest
and Hispanicization in Alta California. Katrina Jagodinsky turns to another
mechanism of intercultural familial bonding, indenture in Arizona in the late
nineteenth century, and positions it in an evolving system of racial control,
from adoption and slavery to social programs of idealized domesticity. The
final essay by Susan Johnson brings us close to the present day. She shrewdly
analyzes a biography of Kit Carson by Bernice Blackwelder and a genealogy
of his sprawling family by Quantrille McClung, both published in 1962. She
views these works as precursors of new perspectives of the West; as reflective
of national Cold War values; and, especially interesting, as experiences of
women in the field of western history on the cusp between a traditionalist
domain of buffs and its more academic turn.
It is a rich and rewarding gathering of new research that convincingly
demonstrates the promise of these fresh approaches to the fascinating tangled
society of the Southwest.
Elliott West
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville

La Sociedad: Guardians of Hispanic Culture Along the Rio Grande. By José
A. Rivera, photographs by Daniel Salazar. (Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 2010. 192 pp. 44 halftones, maps, appendixes, glossary, notes,
bibliography, index. $35.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-8263-4894-4.)
La Sociedad Protección Mutual de Trabajadores Unidos (Society for
the Mutual Protection of United Workers or the SPMDTU) was founded
in Antonito, Colorado, in 1900. Over the next four decades it gave rise to a
network of local chapters throughout the San Luis Valley and New Mexico’s
upper Rio Grande valley, with lodges also in Denver and Salt Lake City.
SPMDTU grew to roughly two thousand members belonging to sixty-five
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councils, organized into seven districts across three states. In some respects
the SPMDTU resembled those mutual aid societies organized by immigrant
workers in the United States during the early decades of the twentieth century.
These societies pooled resources to provide members with material benefits
and services not available from employers or government, including loans,
cash subsidies, short-term grants, burial insurance, and other forms of support during times of crisis. They provided workers and their families with
a sense of social solidarity, mutual protection, and cultural belonging in a
world where they were marginalized and discriminated against. Mutual aid
societies collected dues, elected officers, drafted constitutions and bylaws,
held meetings, observed protocol, sponsored ceremonial events and banquets,
issued membership badges, built lodges, and conducted burial services.
The SPMDTU drew on a strong mutualist cultural tradition that included
the cofradías (religious penitent brotherhoods) and acequia associations that
emerged in the upper Rio Grande valley during the seventeenth, eighteenth,
and early nineteenth centuries. Its membership consisted of workers in transition from a rural, agropastoral economy to migrant industrial labor. Rather
than immigrants, they were U.S.-born citizens whose antecedents had been
incorporated into the United States according to the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo of 1848 that concluded the U.S.-Mexico War. La Sociedad promoted
the values of cooperation, mutual respect, and devotion to family and community. Following World War II, the socioeconomic conditions that gave
rise to the SPMDTU changed and some of its original functions came to be
fulfilled by other means or were no longer needed. The organization adapted
by expanding its membership criteria to include women and non-Hispanos
and, upon celebrating its centennial, began to place greater emphasis on
cultural preservation and formal documentation of its historical legacy.
Rivera’s careful, detailed institutional biography traces the rise and expansion of La Sociedad within the context of regional and cultural history, and
considers its future in light of present conditions and what is known about the
development and longevity of volunteer organizations. His valuable account
is replete with historical and modern photographs, maps, a floor plan of the
San Antonito meeting hall, descriptions of ceremonial events, and appendixes
containing oral histories, official hymns and prayers, a treasurer’s ledger, and
other organizational records and documents.
Sylvia Rodríguez
University of New Mexico
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Land of Disenchantment: Latina/o Identities and Transformations in Northern New Mexico. By Michael L. Trujillo. (Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 2010. xix + 265 pp. 32 halftones, map, notes, bibliography,
index. $29.95 paper, ISBN 978-0-8263-4736-7.)
Michael L. Trujillo has written one of the most compelling books about
northern New Mexico of the last decade. By exploring the tension between
the region’s booster vision of itself and the modern reality of an impoverished,
drug-ridden community, Trujillo creates an ethnography that is both realistic
and complex. The commercial center of Española sits between the tourist meccas of Santa Fe and Taos and at the foot of Los Alamos National Laboratories.
Española is literally the place people pass through to get to one of these other
locations. Historians and sociologists have long studied how and why Española
struggles economically and has a drug overdose rate that is ten times above
the national average in the midst of such wealth, educational attainment,
and sophistication that characterize Santa Fe, Los Alamos, and Taos. It is not
Trujillo’s intent to review this literature or to suggest any sort of reason behind
this shocking disparity in wealth and opportunity. Instead, Trujillo explores
how modern-day Nuevomexicanos negotiate this complex world.
The book starts out slow as Trujillo lays a theoretical foundation that invokes such theorists as Raymond Williams, Hegel, and Stuart Hall. While I
understand the need and desire for Trujillo to put his work into conversation
with this literature, the narrative drags and some readers may get lost. The
overly theoretical discussion is especially heavy in the early chapters dealing
with the defacing of the Oñate statue, the murder of two teens on the road
to the Santuario in Chimayo on Good Friday, his discussion of drug use in
the region, and finally his chapter on conflicting ethnographic visions of the
region, which is the heart of the theoretical underpinnings of the book. But,
if you can get through the theory, Trujillo makes some provocative points
about mestizaje, the place of religion, and the politics of the drug wars.
Trujillo, however, really hits his stride when he focuses on particular
individuals who through their art and literary work illuminate the tensions
inherent in this region. Trujillo explores how local modernists use religion,
folk art, and oral history to explain their community and their work. He particularly admires Policarpio Valencia, James Sagal, and G. Benito Cordova
for their counterintuitive work that delves into the deep psyche of norteños.
The real gem of this book is the chapter on the embroidery work of Valencia, who was from Santa Cruz and worked during the early part of the
twentieth century. Following up on the themes in chapter 4, Trujillo suggests that the traditional way of viewing Valencia’s work as merely folk art,
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rather than as a transgressive piece of modern art, fails to realize Valencia’s
complexity and importance. For Trujillo, Valencia’s art is a metaphor for the
experiences of northern New Mexicans in the Española Valley who constantly
have to straddle the two worlds of the modern and the traditional.
Maria E. Montoya
New York University

The Orphaned Land: New Mexico’s Environment Since the Manhattan Project. By V. B. Price, photographs by Nell Farrell. (Albuquerque: University
of New Mexico Press, 2011. xix + 362 pp. 66 halftones, notes, selected bibliography, index. $29.95 paper, ISBN 978-0-8263-5049-7.)
For readers of environmental history who did not know just how fragile the
ecosystem of the Southwest is, how prone to waves of destructive exploitation
and development it is, and how difficult the process of controlling and repairing the damage wrought by even the smallest and most innocent misstep is, I
would enthusiastically recommend V. B. Price’s The Orphaned Land as a primer
in the ways that untrammeled capitalism can combine with technophilia to
create a truly horrifying dystopia acted out in slow motion.
Unfortunately, I have yet to find such an audience of innocents in my many
years as an observer and scholar of the events Price has chronicled here, and
of the underlying forces at work in the larger sphere that informs the particular case of New Mexico and the Southwest. So Price’s book must necessarily
be a rehearsal of sorts. As such, Price has a far more difficult task: to develop
and enrich that morality tale, and to provide new insights into its history, its
conditions, and its possible resolutions. Certainly this is what Price hopes to
do, as his organizational format makes clear. Just as clearly, Price fails. What
results is a journalist’s recounting of anecdote after anecdote, with insufficient
philosophical, historical, or intellectual undergirding to give the narrative
coherence or novelty.
Journalist Price’s gloomy jeremiad is not, as its subtitle implies, an environmental history, nor does it do much of anything with the legacy of the Manhattan Project. One will seek in vain for references to Alamogordo, where the first
atomic test took place; trinitite, the fused radioactive glass that became a fatal
souvenir for Cold War visitors to the site; or Hot Canyon, where ranch families
were greeted that dawn with a grey snowfall. Los Alamos is well treated, but
in a scattershot fashion, and this underscores the weakness inherent in Price’s
organization. Rather than tracking the material chronologically, Price has
chosen a series of threats, one per chapter: diminishing water, environmental
discrimination, toxic waste, and urbanization and sprawl.
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The difficulty lies with the porousness of these threats—the ways they bleed
into and through one another. Atomic waste encompasses not just questions
of dumping and storage but also water and air pollution, worker health and
safety, environmental discrimination, and of course the consequences, short
and long term, of fallout from atomic tests in New Mexico and the Southwest.
The result is a daunting problem of writing: what to reiterate and emphasize,
how to build momentum and keep the narrative moving, how to generate
useful rhetorical peaks and valleys, and how to marshal facts into a more-orless coherent and persuasive whole. Price struggles valiantly, but in the end
does not succeed, leaving even the engaged reader frustrated.
Some of the frustration lies with Price’s unexamined premises. Price often
relies on a centuries-old mythos in which the West is a divinely given paradise,
occupied by wise custodians (Native peoples, longtime farmers and ranchers
who have treated the land as legacy, and sensitive immigrants) and threatened
by greedy exploiters. This narrative combines a number of romantic myths
into one—from the Noble Savage to westerns like Stagecoach—and it has
the unfortunate tendency to flatten complex and ambiguous interplays into
easier moral categories. Nell Farrell’s photographs amplify the problem,
using an array of photojournalistic stereotypes to tug at the heart or evoke
fairy tales in the guise of human interest. When Price is able to rise above
this—notably in a passage that ends an otherwise unenlightening chapter
titled “Urban/Rural Struggles,” in which he details the long history of conflict
and the potential for fragile alliance between users of the land and wilderness
preservationists—the book offers a glimpse of its unrealized promise.
No lover of American landscape can fault Price for his alarm at a host of
thoughtless and ecologically disastrous acts perpetrated on an extraordinarily
fragile ecosystem. What is needed is a more nuanced and complex investigation of the underlying causes for this unhappy contest. Were Price to have
done this, he would have provided an important service. As it is, perhaps the
best chapter is the very brief conclusion, which looks at the future trajectories
of the region as water becomes increasingly scarce, economic boom gives
way to slow-motion bust, fossil-fuel resources dwindle, and government
institutions become increasingly deadlocked. We continue to await a more
magisterial and subtle analysis of the Southwest’s recent history, one that
melds environmental, economic, sociological, and cultural analysis into a
synthetic synergy that might provide the basis for new coalitions and actions
to save a precious American and global environment.
Peter Bacon Hales
University of Illinois, Chicago
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Unspeakable Violence: Remapping U.S. and Mexican National Imaginaries.
By Nicole M. Guidotti-Hernández. (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press,
2011. xviii + 375 pp. Halftones, maps, chart, tables, notes, bibliography, index.
$25.95 paper, ISBN 978-0-8223-5075-0.)
Nicole M. Guidotti-Hernández’s Unspeakable Violence combines archival research with historical and literary criticism to tell the story of violence
in the U.S.-Mexico Borderlands. The work focuses on four case studies:
the lynching of a Mexican woman in California in 1851; the Camp Grant
Massacre of 1871 in Arizona; episodes of violence against Indians in South
Texas; and the Yaqui Indian Wars of 1880–1910. The case studies collectively
support Guidotti-Hernández’s thesis that violence produced the subjectivities
and shaped the identities of multiple groups within the U.S.-Mexico border
region. Violence, in the form of lynching, massacres, and genocide, was
productive. It enabled racial and gender hierarchies and class alliances as
different ethnic groups vied for resources, citizenship rights, and power. But
it also engendered a “radical self-awareness” as individuals not only experienced pain, but were also “constituted through that pain” (pp. 240–41). It
is this attention to violence as a generative as well as destructive power that
distinguishes Unspeakable Violence’s theoretical intervention.
But if violence cannot be fully articulated—because of its traumatic nature,
its resistance to language, and the obfuscating writing practices of later historians and authors—how can we come to know the silenced histories of the
past? Guidotti-Hernández’s response is to follow the unspeakable utterances
of violence, those fragments of the past that survive in incomplete form. She
uses this method to excavate the history of U.S. and Mexican persecution
of Yaquis in Arizona and Sonora between 1876 and 1907. After exhausting
the historical archive, she turns to Montserrat Fontes’s novel Dreams of the
Centaur (1996) to continue the story of Yaqui genocide.
Guidotti-Hernández further argues that through violence, individuals
become socially differentiated. Their bodies, marked by violence, become
the abject subjects of collective narratives of resistance, loss, and national
consolidation. She makes this point in her examination of how Chicana/o
Studies scholars have tried to fit the story of Josefa/Juanita, a Mexicana
lynched during California’s Gold Rush, into a twenty-first-century narrative
of resistance against Anglo-American domination. Guidotti-Hernández is
wary of such disciplinary tendencies that promote simplified masculinist
resistance paradigms. In this regard, her work joins a growing list of studies
that can be described as Critical Chicana/o Studies for their critique of how
histories are framed and of how scholars are implicated in the framing. Her
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other reservation about celebratory resistance narratives is that they obscure
how people of color committed violence in order to affirm their own citizenship and power. For example, she exposes the participation of Mexicans and
Papagos in the massacre of 108 Aravaipa and Pinal Apaches in 1871.
Unspeakable Violence will appeal simultaneously to historians of the
U.S.-Mexico Borderlands and to Chicana/o Studies scholars. The first group
will undoubtedly appreciate Guidotti-Hernández’s meticulous research,
particularly her work in the Mexican archives related to the Yaqui Wars.
The latter group will take note of her insistent call for self-critique and her
examination of how mestizaje can be used by some writers to fetishize Indian
identity. Finally, her work makes an important contribution to transnational
analyses of U.S.-Mexico border histories.
Belinda Linn Rincón
John Jay College

City Dreams, Country Schemes: Community and Identity in the American
West. Edited by Kathleen A. Brosnan and Amy L. Scott. The Urban West
Series. (Reno: University of Nevada Press, 2011. viii + 325 pp. Tables, index.
$39.95 paper, ISBN 978-0-8741-7851-7.)
Born from a conference on utopianism and cities at the University of
New Mexico in 2002, this collection adroitly examines the creation of
community in the twentieth-century West. Collapsing strict divides among
urban, suburban, and rural, the essays examine the interplay of social and
environmental dynamics across these geographies. Carefully organized into
three sections—one on metropolitan efforts to embrace nature; a second
that covers tourism, memory, and identity; and a third that examines oftenmarginalized communities and their relation to cities—City Dreams, Country
Schemes excels in offering readers thoughtful perspectives on how westerners
have imagined themselves and the landscapes they have lived in.
Generally, westerners created “spatial and cultural middle grounds that
encompassed the cultural enrichment of cities, the familiarity of suburbia,
and a western wilderness aesthetic” (p. 4). They consistently imagined their
region with fewer limits, an area replete with places in which community
might be reinvented. Perpetuating the region’s identification with the wild
and natural, people in urban centers simultaneously demanded transformations of the flora and fauna around them. Residents envisioned the western
landscape as inherently flexible. This attitude ignored significant contradictions and sometimes fostered inequitable social relations. Ultimately, the
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book reveals the tensions between efforts to pursue pastoral visions of nature
and the many ecological and cultural effects of building cities, suburbs, and
rural tourist destinations.
As with any anthology, some essays are more useful than others. Most of
the essays focus on the period after World War II. Readers of the New Mexico
Historical Review will especially appreciate John M. Findlay’s thoughtful
introduction, Jeffrey C. Sanders’s essay on public art in New Mexico in the
1920s, Lincoln Bramwell’s exploration of so-called “wilderburbs” in the Rocky
Mountains, and Susan S. Rugh’s investigation of family travel to national
parks during the Cold War. Essays on city planning in Irvine, the creation of
open spaces in Boulder, the shift from industry to tourism in Monterrey, and
the gentrification of rural Montana offer familiar stories to those interested
in New Mexico’s past, present, and future. In those few cases where longer
versions of the essay are already in print, the tighter focus of the included
pieces nonetheless offers new rewards for those who read closely.
Finally, the inclusion of studies of sexual orientation—by esteemed historians Nan Alamilla Boyd and Peter Boag—alongside race, ethnicity, class,
and gender in community formation makes the book an especially significant
contribution. Attending carefully to the intersection of nature and culture,
City Dreams, Country Schemes succeeds in its effort to broaden and deepen
our understanding of community and identity in the modern West.
Michael J. Lansing
Augsburg College

Chiricahua and Janos: Communities of Violence in the Southwestern Borderlands, 1680–1880. By Lance R. Blyth. Borderlands and Transcultural Studies
series. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2012. xiv + 277 pp. 17 maps,
notes, glossary, bibliography, index. $60.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-8032-3766-7.)
In this work, Lance R. Blyth puts forth the thesis of the “centrality of
violence in the relationships and exchanges between and within borderland
communities” (p. 5). The author focuses on two groups, Chiricahua Apaches
and the residents of the Spanish/Mexican Presidio of Janos. Accepting that
the diverse and disparate Chiricahua groups formed a single community, the
book examines the long and complicated interchange between these Apaches
and the Hispanic residents that coalesced around the Presidio of Janos in the
wake of the Pueblo Revolt of 1680.
Blyth convincingly establishes the interdependency of the two communities. Violence became the stage on which both groups performed many of
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their actions; even peaceful interactions such as trade were underpinned by
the threat of damage each could, and did, unleash on the other. Striving for
balance, Blyth juxtaposes extracts from the Janos archives with Chiricahua
oral traditions to give insights into both communities’ actions and beliefs.
Further, the author argues that internal societal relationships—marriage and
the ability to provide for one’s family—were frequently determined by the
success of males from both communities at perpetrating violence. A presidial
soldier or Chiricahua warrior was judged by actively serving in warfare against
the other, thereby accumulating the material goods and societal standing
needed to survive.
The first five chapters are the strongest, especially the author’s description
of the origins of each community and the rise and fall of the establecimiento
reservation system between 1786 and 1831. This marked the high point of interdependence, as violence was tempered by a system that rewarded directed
and limited aggression according to the dictates of national authority. The
final two chapters, which detail the period between the dissolution of the
Presidio of Janos in 1858 and the end of the Apache wars, are presented in a
broad overview. Here, the author argues that the formation of the international
boundary between Mexico and the United States spelled the end for both
communities, as violence became the exclusive purview of the nation-state
and the interaction between Janos and Chiricahuas came under the control
of respective central governments. Blyth injects rather sweeping characterizations in an effort to close out his story by covering the last thirty years of
the Chiricahuas’s independent existence, a period when the presidio was no
more and the role of Janos as a community of violence was peripheral at best.
A concluding section ruminating on the similarities between the violence of
the Mexican drug cartels and the violence perpetrated by Chiricahuas and
Janos—reflective of the nature of “border communities”—is interesting but
a bit speculative.
Overall, Blyth makes his argument well, and a series of maps greatly
enhances his narrative. Much of his source material, especially the Janos
archives, have been presented previously, especially in the works of William
B. Griffen. To his credit, Blyth takes a different trajectory. His emphasis on
the local nature of events, however, causes him to lose perspective at times.
For example, he maintains that in 1793–1795 local conditions resulted in a
diminution of rations for the Apaches de paz, when in reality it was draconian
budget cuts in the wake of Spain’s war against revolutionary France that triggered the change. Indeed, the exclusive focus on Janos begs the question of
whether similar patterns of violence were seen in other presidial communities. Still, the majority of the book contains a well presented and thoughtful
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argument that should appeal to general readers and academics alike, and if it
leaves more questions than it asks, is not that one of the hallmarks of history?
Mark Santiago
New Mexico Farm and Ranch Heritage Museum

Working on the Railroad, Walking in Beauty: Navajos, Hózhó˛, and Track
Work. By Jay Youngdahl. (Logan: Utah State University Press, 2011. xxi
+ 185 pp. 13 halftones, selected bibliography, index. $32.95 cloth, ISBN
978-0-87421-853-4.)
As an attorney representing Navajo railroad workers in injury compensation cases, Jay Youngdahl grew familiar with the importance of ritual in their
adjustment to the dangers and dislocations of track maintenance work. As
a student at the Harvard Divinity School wanting to learn more about the
religious life of these Navajo men, he produced Working on the Railroad,
Walking in Beauty. Based on extensive reading of ethnographic scholarship,
imaginative research in archival records, and thoughtful interviews with
retired workers and the religious men and women who served them, this
book offers a valuable account of how Navajos navigated the challenges and
hazards of employment by railroad companies for over one hundred years.
Youngdahl covers significant ground in eight short chapters. He succinctly discusses the history of railroad work among Navajo wage laborers;
their reliance on various religious traditions for assistance with safety, health,
and legal needs; and the role that trading post owners played in recruiting
Navajo men for track maintenance work. The voices of Navajos retired from
railroad work are effectively interwoven with documentation, most notably
records kept by the Railroad Retirement Board that had not previously been
examined by researchers. Historians inexperienced with reading law journals
might object to Youngdahl’s use of rather lengthy footnotes, but this is only
a potential minor distraction from an otherwise compelling narrative.
By the 1950s, thousands of Navajo men were working along railroad lines
across the West. Railroad companies and the Railroad Retirement Board
negotiated with trading post owners in Navajo country to recruit workers,
transport them to embarkation points, and even administer their unemployment insurance benefits. Youngdahl calls this system a “paternalistic
triangle,” which took advantage of the Navajos’ reliability and vulnerability
as seasonal laborers. Navajo workers themselves had little voice and influence in this system, while non-Indian merchants benefited handsomely
from their role as brokers. “It is easy to see,” as Youngdahl concludes, “how
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many of the Navajos’ religious coping strategies that are described in this
book arose in direct reaction to the setup of this confining relationship” (p.
108). The “paternalistic triangle” would be broken during the 1970s, but the
stories captured in Working on the Railroad, Walking in Beauty testify to a
resourcefulness and resilience that the Navajos have demonstrated throughout
their engagement with economic change.
Daniel H. Usner
Vanderbilt University

Education beyond the Mesas: Hopi Students at Sherman Institute, 1902–1929.
By Matthew Sakiestewa Gilbert. Indigenous Education Series. (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 2011. 237 pp. Appendix, notes, bibliography,
index. $40.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-8032-1626-6.)
In Education beyond the Mesas, Matthew Sakiestewa Gilbert leverages his
academic training with familial connections to think broadly about sources
and privileged information while also keeping the reader engaged in the
narrative history of Hopi life at home and abroad at Indian boarding schools,
particularly Sherman Institute.
Gilbert vividly describes the contest between traditional Hopis and those
who were willing to accommodate the federal government at Orayvi. In terms
of community disputes, the battle that Gilbert paints for readers is among
the very best in all of American history. The dispute was fair, relatively nonviolent, and thought provoking as two sides battled with their wills and their
strength to determine the outcome for the community. Gilbert argues that
either outcome would have had serious repercussions for the Hopis. Through
colorful storytelling Gilbert offers a brief history of the Hopi people, their
educational policy, and its ramifications.
A great number of Hopi students attended Sherman Institute in Riverside,
California. At Sherman, Hopi students participated and shaped every facet
of their institutional life. However, just like at boarding schools everywhere,
Hopis lost a great deal by being away at school. While Hopis learned trades
and won athletic contests away from their Mesa homeland, they also lost out
on traditional skills; cultural and religious thinking; and in some cases the
central part of identity, their language.
As Hopi students returned home, they brought with them ideas picked up
at Sherman Institute, particularly regarding religion. While many students
quickly returned to traditional Hopi religion, others fought to be allowed
to continue their new religious practices. In some cases, students were so
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conflicted about their religious identities that they were not willing to risk
going home for fear of losing their new found Christian zeal. Gilbert gives
examples of the missionaries’ expectations and concerns, showing that student
misgivings about going home fit neatly into the indoctrination process.
Gilbert provides us with a real gift. He uses sources from inside the Hopi
community and conventional academic sources in a way that shows the
impact of shifting government policy on Hopis and the ways Hopis worked
to alter government policies. With this strong reciprocal thinking, Gilbert
successfully holds two worldviews simultaneously and looks at their mutual
impacts in an unbiased manner. This book would be an excellent assigned
reading for American Indian history courses or an addition to personal libraries. It is a fine work of history, a new way of looking at the topic of Indian
education, and an enjoyable read.
Brian S. Collier
University of Notre Dame

As If the Land Owned Us: An Ethnohistory of the White Mesa Utes. By
Robert S. McPherson. (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 2011. xii
+ 432 pp. 99 halftones, maps, notes, bibliography, index. $29.95 paper, ISBN
978-1-60781-145-9.)
In this work, Robert S. McPherson, who is well known for works on
Navajo history in the Four Corners region, provides an excellent history of
the Utes of southern Utah and Colorado. Although commissioned by the
White Mesa Ute (Weenuche) people of southeastern Utah to write a tribal
history, he rightfully incorporates their story into the larger context of the
interethnic history of other Southern Utes, Navajos, Hispanics, and Anglos
in the region. The result serves two purposes: first, it is a White Mesa Ute
history; second, it is a substantial summary of Native experiences in the Four
Corners. McPherson juxtaposes oral histories, documentary records, and
personal narratives to achieve both goals.
McPherson divides the work into eighteen chapters. The first three cover
White Mesa Ute perspectives on the origin and nature of their world and the
interplay of cultural and natural forces in creating Ute life. Chapter 4 summarizes the period from 1600 to 1855, establishing the non-Native (Hispanic,
American, Mormon) presence. Chapters 5 through 10 cover the period from
1855 to 1900, providing greater detail on the White Mesa people, but within
the broader regional context. (Given that all the Southern Utes, including the
Weenuches, were experienced horsemen and mixed freely during this time,
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sorting one group from another was not always possible.) Throughout the
period, it is clear that southeastern Utah served as a refuge for Weenuches,
other Utes, and Navajos as foreign populations expanded from all directions.
The last quarter of the 1800s was one of considerable conflict with miners,
cattlemen, and Mormon settlers, so that this last refuge fell under siege.
Although this is an old story, McPherson brings it to life with detailed accounts of local campaigns. Inevitable calls for removal of “roving” groups to
reservations in Colorado and Utah went unheeded, as did plans to establish
a local reserve.
The beginning of the twentieth century saw little change. Chapters 11
through 18 document Weenuche life to the present, primarily using oral
histories. Chapters 11 and 12 provide detail on the famous “Polk and Posey
War,” centered near the Mormon communities of Bluff and Blanding. From
1915 to 1923, skirmishes involving local Weenuches (Polk, Tse-ne-gat, Posey,
and others) led to multiple deaths on both sides. The remaining men under
Posey were jailed, and dependents removed to the Ute Mountain Reservation
in Colorado. Chapters 13 through 18 cover the period after the hostilities,
including the establishment of the White Mesa Agency at Allen Canyon,
west of Blanding. Here remaining Weenuches reestablished themselves on
allotted lands and moved forward with their lives to the present, including
numerous adjustments to Mormon and Navajo neighbors. The entire story
is well written and engaging, and the author is to be commended on a job
well done.
Catherine S. Fowler
University of Nevada, Reno

Contest for California: From Spanish Colonization to the American Conquest.
By Stephen G. Hyslop. Volume 2 in Before Gold: California Under Spain and
Mexico series. (Norman: The Arthur H. Clark Company, an imprint of the
University of Oklahoma Press, 2012. 448 pp. 21 halftones, maps, bibliography,
index. $39.95 cloth, ISBN 978-0-8706-2411-7.)
Stephen G. Hyslop has written a new narrative history of California from
the beginning of effective Spanish colonization in 1769 to the start of effective
military occupation by the United States in 1847. Hyslop utilizes extensive
first-person accounts in English and translated Spanish-language sources
to create multiple perspectives of people seeking heaven in California and
frequently finding it a hell. He weaves information about Indians and their
reactions to the various intruders with whom they contend throughout the
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story, but Indians are very much in the background as imperial Spain, Russia,
Mexico, and the United States take center stage. Hyslop does a superb job
of painting the complex way in which the agents of American imperialism
began to define California as “available,” viewing Spain and Mexico as unworthy of such a beautiful and potentially bountiful land because they did
not exploit it properly. The agents of American imperialism were not limited
to just the U.S. Army but also included travelers, merchants, mountain men,
and sundry adventurers who saw California as a former possession of a weak
Spain and so proceeded to enter Mexican California without permission.
These Americans were the first undocumented aliens and they cared not
what Mexicans thought. As an entity, Mexico became nearly invisible to
Americans until the United States declared war against it. California, by
then, had been dislodged from Mexico by the spurious Bear Flag Revolt
and subsequent “republic.” Hyslop writes extremely well and his actors and
events are vividly drawn, engaging the reader nearly to the end. It is there,
however, that the book’s conclusion disappoints.
Having spent four hundred pages demonstrating that Americans were
hardly innocents in their westward expansion, Hyslop concludes with a
description of Josiah Royce’s highly critical California: A Study of American
Character (1886). Hyslop writes, “The cautionary lesson of California . . .
violated principles [Americans] were supposed to uphold and harmed people
they were supposed to help.” Royce hoped that Americans would remember
this lesson, “so that when our nation is another time about to serve the devil, it
will do so with more frankness, and will deceive itself less by half-unconscious
cant” (p. 408). But six years later, Frederick Jackson Turner gave his paper
“The Significance of the Frontier in American History” at the Columbian
Exposition in Chicago and blithely ignored Royce and any other critics of
American expansionism. Turner wrote: “Up to our own day American history
has been in large degree the history of the colonization of the Great West. The
existence of an area of free land, its continuous recession, and the advance
of American settlement westward, explain American development.” Turner
codified the myths of American innocence and American exceptionalism,
and Royce was consigned to history’s dustbins. Had Hyslop at least considered
Turner, this would have been a much stronger book.
James A. Sandos
University of Redlands

summer 2013

book reviews N 359

Troubled Trails: The Meeker Affair and the Expulsion of Utes from Colorado.
By Robert Silbernagel, with assistance from Jonas Grant Sr., maps by Robert
Garcia, foreword by Floyd A. O’Neil. (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press,
2011. xxiii + 253 pp. 25 halftones, maps, appendixes, notes, bibliography, index.
$24.95 paper, ISBN 978-1-6078-1129-9.)
The titular “Troubled Trails” of Robert Silbernagel’s work are those trod
and blazed by White River (Yamparika) and Grand River (Parusanuch) Utes
in the aftermath of their short-lived rebellion against agency superintendent
Nathan Meeker. The insurrection is well known: U.S. troops, called in by
Meeker to reinforce his authority and arrest three ostensible offenders against
his law and order, met and skirmished with a Ute war party in the Battle of
Milk Creek, resulting in casualties on both sides. Between 29 September
and 21 October 1879, around a dozen Ute men stormed the agency, killed
Meeker and five other civilians, burned the agency buildings, and celebrated
a “war dance” around a bonfire of burning clothing presumably taken from
soldiers killed at Milk Creek. Then they took five hostages: Meeker’s wife and
daughter, the wife of another dead agency employee, and her two children.
Local journalist Robert Silbernagel focuses on this final series of events
while examining details about selected participants. Within that frame, his
amplification enlarges a drama featuring Josephine “Josie” Meeker and one
of her captors, “Captain Jack” Nicaagat.
Meticulously researched and copiously referenced, this very readable
narrative unfolds almost as a treatment for a stage play. Begun in pursuit of
a personal hobby—tracing the actual route the abductors and their charges
took as they fled pursuing troops—the human dramas embedded in the
geographical imperative overtake the trails. Nicaagat emerges as a skilled
leader, spokesman, and negotiator. Josie emerges as a confident, engaging,
and daring personality, with agency and resolve, holding her own among her
minders while defiant of her father’s rigid autocracy. These disclosures have,
to some extent, eluded the historical record and, along with the trail surveys,
are among this account’s notable contributions.
Silbernagel includes images that reproduce newspaper illustrations of
the time. Six appendixes give supplemental vignettes on tangential subjects.
A maps section shows the locations of the trails and the hostage camps.
The author also makes occasional reference to conversations with Jonas
Grant Sr., who produced an oral history based on the recollections of his
great-grandmother, who was forcibly relocated with the Utes in 1881 as a
young woman. Aside from one of the appendixes, which relates genealogies of some of the major Ute participants including Grant’s family, the
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conversations seem to have provided fewer novel revelations than might
be expected.
Approaching the Meeker affair and the Utes’ expulsion to Utah does
require reference to other works for the broader historical context, such as
Peter Decker’s The Utes Must Go!: American Expansion and the Removal of
a People (2004) and Ned Blackhawk’s Violence Over the Land: Indians and
Empires in the Early American West (2006). Hiking or riding buffs who know
the Roan Plateau may want to try to find and follow these “troubled trails.”
Environmentalists and preservationists may find it noteworthy that the trails,
camps, and battle site are interlaced with oil, gas, and “fracking” wells.
Richard O. Clemmer
University of Denver

Bombast: Spinning Atoms in the Desert. By Michon Mackedon. (Reno, Nev.:
Black Rock Institute, 2010. xv + 236 pp. 32 color plates, 16 halftones, line drawings, maps, tables, bibliography, index. $60.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-9841-0142-9,
$30.00 paper, ISBN 978-0-9841-0143-6.)
Michon Mackedon’s subject “is not the history of atomic testing in Nevada,
but the language used to promote it” (p. xv). Her choice of the word “spinning” in the book’s title represents her main argument of how language has
been manipulated to place anything connected with U.S. nuclear testing in
a positive light. Mackedon grew up in Fallon, Nevada, not far from the test
site, and remembers many “southern sunrises.” Later she became a college
English teacher and for twenty years served on a commission to advise the
governor on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) plan to store nuclear waste
in Yucca Mountain.
Mackedon is sharply critical of the U.S. government agencies, namely the
Atomic Energy Commission and the DOE, which were responsible for the
bomb. She argues that they sought to assuage the public by trying to make
the unsafe seem safe, the unthinkable thinkable. The government’s goal
was to test bombs and increase the stockpile in an arms race with the Soviet
Union. Any fears that the public might have had about radiation from fallout
or safety in general were dealt with by quoting “experts,” selectively using
data, and questioning the loyalty or patriotism of critics.
She bristles at the way Nevada has been depicted as a “suitable” site,
first to test nuclear weapons and later as a dumping ground for high level
nuclear waste. The government, she claims, acted like nineteenth-century
imperialists who only saw Nevada as empty space on a map that could be

summer 2013

book reviews N 361

“colonized,” oblivious to the peoples and cultures that actually lived there.
Her tone throughout the book is angry.
Mackedon, as a former English teacher, reads a lot into the code names
of the tests, clearly more than is there. She looks for clues in their meaning,
attempting to understand nuclear weapons culture, but I am afraid draws a
blank. The tests could either have been numbered or titled and the chosen
names seem arbitrary and unrevealing of anything. Tests have been named
after scientists, insects, Indian tribes, trees, small mammals, North American
rivers, North American mountains, New Mexico counties, Roman gods and
goddesses, and medieval fairies, to name a few categories. In the end, she
fails to demonstrate that the almost one thousand disparate names may reveal
anything about the nuclear weapons culture.
While the sixteen-page bibliography attests to her research, a few errors
have crept in, none of them fatal, but they should have been avoided. It is the
Armed Forces (not Army) Special Weapons Project (AFSWP), and J. Robert
(not Robert J.) Oppenheimer. It was actually in late 1944 (not late 1943) that
it became clear that there was not a serious German atomic program. The
original plan for the MX missile was not to have 4,500 underground silos
in the Great Basin but to randomly shuttle 200 missiles in and out of 4,600
shelters to confuse the Russians as to where the real missiles were hidden
(pp. xii, 166). The original device for the Trinity test was not called “Jumbo”
(pp. 2, 13). An early plan was to put the device inside a huge metal container,
nicknamed “Jumbo,” meant to contain the plutonium if it fizzled. Jumbo
was not used and sits in the New Mexico desert to this day. She repeats the
tired chestnut of the naming of the weapons, originally Thin Man (for FDR),
later Little Boy, and Fat Man (for Churchill). There is no evidence to support
this myth. George Harrison was not “acting Congressional chairman of the
Interim Committee,” whatever that means. He was a valued aide to Sec. of
War Henry Stimson and lived in Upperville (not Coopersville), Virginia.
Occasionally one wonders if Mackedon understands the rudiments of how
to make an atomic bomb. According to her, uranium “ore [apparently from the
nearby Navajo reservation] was shipped to Los Alamos for the manufacture of
the Trinity bomb, Fat Man and Little Boy” (p. 87). She skips the enormously
complex process of enriching the uranium at Oak Ridge, Tennessee.
To round out Nevada’s role, she devotes a chapter to “atomic tourism” in
the state and describes visits to the Atomic Testing Museum and the Nevada
Test Site, but they too obfuscate, and she concludes that “[w]hatever light
is shed on our atomic past arrives through a series of very dense filters” (p.
197). Finally, to support her argument about the use of words to validate and
verify the government’s claims, she quotes Allison Macfarlane, “Language has
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become an important tool in legitimizing” (p. 180). It will be interesting to
see how Macfarlane handles the waste issue and other problems—and how
Mackedon responds—for in early July she took office as the new Chairman
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Robert S. Norris
Senior Fellow, Federation of American Scientists

From Western Deserts to Carolina Swamps: A Civil War Soldier’s Journals and
Letters Home. Edited by John P. Wilson. (Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 2012. 37 halftones, 10 maps, notes, references, index. $40.00
cloth, ISBN 978-0-8263-5142-5.)
Editor John P. Wilson, former archaeologist at the Museum of New Mexico
in Santa Fe, spent twenty-five years thinking about the journals and letters of
Civil War soldier Lewis F. Roe. He knew Roe’s daughter while growing up
in Illinois and later came across the soldier’s personal accounts of service in
both the Seventh U.S. Infantry and the Fiftieth Illinois Infantry. Transcribing the material, researching Roe and the units he served in, and editing the
material for publication became a labor of love for Wilson.
Roe grew up in Illinois and joined the U.S. Army in 1858 at age twenty.
He provided only sporadic coverage of his time in the Seventh U.S. Infantry.
There are two versions of a journal he kept in June and July 1860, documenting
his unit’s move from Fort Bridger to Fort Craig. There is also a diary of 5 April
to 2 June 1861. Roe wrote an article that describes the battle of Valverde on 22
February 1862, during the Confederate invasion of New Mexico, which was
published in the National Tribune two years after his death in 1908. Although
brief, Roe’s accounts are valuable. He wrote with an eye for detail, and there
are very few personal accounts by soldiers who served in the antebellum U.S.
Army or in New Mexico in the early months of the conflict.
Roe’s other diary is more extensive than his writings about his service in
the Southwest. He enlisted in the Fiftieth Illinois in February 1864, which
was part of the Left Wing, Sixteenth Corps, and saw action at Lay’s Ferry
during the Resaca phase of the Atlanta campaign. The regiment performed
garrison duty in Georgia and endured heavy fighting at the Battle of Allatoona
on 5 October 1864. Transferred to the Fifteenth Corps, the Fiftieth Illinois
marched with Sherman to the sea and then northward through the Carolinas
before being mustered out.
Roe wrote fulsomely in his diary from 3 April 1864 until 24 March 1865.
Wilson included nine letters Roe wrote to his wife that span his time in the
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Fiftieth Illinois. “The Confederacy is a mere shell,” Roe commented on 3
December 1864. He also deplored the plundering by Sherman’s men. His
comrades “break open trunks and drawers and often destroy what they do
not want,” Roe wrote in his diary. “Such conduct is mean and none but a
mean, unprincipled villain will do it” (p. 146). Roe also deplored the burning
of Columbia, South Carolina, in February 1865.
Wilson has done an admirable job of handling his material. He conducted
extensive research, set the context and background of Roe’s account very well,
and presented it all with scholarly authority. The book is a welcome addition
to the literature.
Earl J. Hess
Lincoln Memorial University

From the Land of Ever Winter to the American Southwest: Athapaskan Migrations, Mobility, and Ethnogenesis. Edited by Deni J. Seymour. (Salt Lake
City: University of Utah Press, 2012. xii + 443 pp. 36 halftones, 45 maps, 23
charts, contributors, index. $70.00 cloth, ISBN 978-1-60781-175-6.)
Anyone who has read a Tony Hillerman mystery novel will remember
that Jim Chee, the younger and more traditional Navajo detective, is always
careful to introduce himself by his clan affiliations. In a similar manner, for
the last fifty years most researchers of Athapaskan history and archaeology
have taken care to introduce themselves by their affiliations—that is, by the
particular group, region, or time period they study. Broad-based multidisciplinary studies of the whole sweep of Apache and Navajo origins have been
rare, so this wide-ranging edited volume deserves our attention. Its research
spans the northern Athapaskan homeland in subarctic Canada to the southern
Arizona desert and stretches in time from the tenth through the twentieth
centuries. In a sense, this book is a “gathering of the clans” in which linguistic,
biological, historical, archaeological, and ethnographic researchers address
some of the most fundamental problems of the Athapaskan migration(s) from
Canada and the origins of modern Navajos and Apaches.
As an archaeologist who has focused on the ethnogenesis of early Navajos
in the Four Corners area, I particularly valued this book as a fine introduction to topics I knew less well, such as recent research on early Apaches
of the Southwest and Southern Plains as well as a cross section of current
thinking on the one or more Athapaskan migrations from “the land of ever
winter.” The challenge for archaeologists focused on a problem such as the
ethnogenesis of the various southern Athapaskan-speaking groups (Navajos
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and various distinct Apache sovereigns) is two-fold. First, much of the current archaeological research is the result of contract work, which tends to
have limited distribution and be poorly synthesized in more widely available
publications. Second, there is a revival of four-field research in archaeology,
and few researchers have mastered understanding, much less critically analyzing, all the kinds of data discussed here. Although these challenges offer a
far richer view of the past, it is clear that each of the authors of the eighteen
chapters in this volume holds bits and pieces of proposed answers and offers
an assortment of disparate data and methodologies to back her or his various
explanations.
As an edited volume, this assemblage of papers is a balanced introduction to the key issues and some of the data one will need to write a grand
history of the Athapaskan migrations into the Southwest, with the attendant
genesis of the historically known groups. But readers will not find clear
answers to when Athapaskan groups arrived in the Southwest or how Apaches
and Navajos split from one another. These answers remain varied, but with
these collected papers we are at least beginning to narrow the choices and
construe some of the more likely explanations.
Richard H. Wilshusen
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, History Colorado
Denver, Colorado

Winds from the North: Tewa Origins and Historical Anthropology. By Scott
G. Ortman, foreword by Porter Swentzell. (Salt Lake City: University of
Utah Press, 2012. xiii + 485 pp. Halftones, line drawings, 32 maps, charts,
54 tables, 32 graphs, appendixes, references cited, index. $70.00 cloth, ISBN
987-1-6078-1172-5.)
Among the most enduring questions in southwestern archaeology are the
depopulation of the Mesa Verde region and the settling of the northern Rio
Grande district. Scott G. Ortman’s new book links together these questions
to provide the first systematic account of Tewa Indian origins. His approach
is remarkable in its focus on the cultural processes of ethnogenesis and its
use of multiple lines of evidence.
Ortman begins by isolating three hypotheses of Tewa origins. The first is
the “in situ development” hypothesis, the idea that Tewa people originate
from the initial settlers of the Tewa Basin. The second is the “immigration
hypothesis,” the theory that Tewa people derive from the incorporation of
Mesa Verdean migrants by existing local communities. The third is the
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“population migration hypothesis,” the belief that there was a mass migration
of Mesa Verdean people to the Rio Grande district. Ortman then evaluates
these hypotheses using a variety of approaches. He incorporates paleodemographic analysis of settlement data and biodistance analysis of craniometric
data to assess population history; evaluates language history using historical
linguistics and conceptual metaphor analysis; and finally examines culture
history with oral tradition and the archaeological record. Ortman concludes
that while these lines of evidence are not of equal value (some provide stronger
arguments than others), they generally support the third hypothesis.
Ortman then offers a provocative interpretation of the Mesa Verdean
migration. He posits that Poseyemu led the mass exodus. Poseyemu is the
Tewa culture hero who leads the people up from the underworld. He has
close analogues among the Keres, Taos, and Zuni people and is sometimes
conflated with the Aztec figure of Montezuma. Ortman suggests that there
was a cultural revitalization movement in the thirteenth century much like
the movement that underwrote the Pueblo Revolt of 1680. These movements
made use of a similar “revolutionary ideology” that espoused the re-adoption
of ancestral practices as part of a counter discourse. This is an intriguing idea.
However, Ortman fails to make a convincing case that the rulers of Mesa
Verde were autocratic and, in this way, comparable to Spanish colonizers.
This failure suggests that the depopulation of Mesa Verde was not the result
of a single political event, but the outcome of more complex social, political,
and ecological issues.
The Tewa people, of course, have their own views of where they come
from. Some elders talk of southern migrations from “sandy place lake” to the
“middle place.” Their accounts are not of a single migration, but of multiple
movements of subgroups—usually clans—who came together at different
times to establish the various villages in the Rio Grande district. As Tessie
Naranjo explains, movement is one of the central ideological concepts of
Pueblo thought because it is necessary for the perpetuation of life. Being
Tewa is thus a combination of time and place, of people and process, of
rights and responsibilities. Ortman provides us with a valuable pathway for
understanding this complex and fascinating history.
Robert W. Preucel
Haffenreffer Museum of Anthropology, Providence, R.I.
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Tales of the Chase: Hound-Dogs, Catfish, and Other Pursuits Afield. By M. H.
Dutch Salmon. (1991; repr., Silver City, N.Mex.: High-Lonesome Books, 2012.
245 pp. 13 halftones, 11 line drawings. $25.00 cloth, ISBN 978-0-944383-11-7.)
Legendary Locals of Santa Fe. By Ana Pacheco. (Charleston, S.C.: Legendary
Locals, an imprint of Arcadia Publishing, 2013. 127 pp. 198 halftones, index.
$21.99 paper, ISBN 978-1-4671-0047-2.)
Unsolved Mysteries of the Old West. Second Edition. By W. C. Jameson.
(Lanham, Md.: Taylor Trade Publishing, an imprint of Rowman and Littlefield, 2013. vi + 175 pp. 11 halftones, selected references. $16.95 paper, ISBN
978-1-58979-741-3.)
This Corner of Canaan: Essays on Texas in Honor of Randolph B. Campbell.
Edited by Richard B. McCaslin, Donald E. Chipman, and Andrew J. Torget.
(Denton: University of North Texas Press, 2013. xvii + 423 pp. 17 halftones, 15
tables, contributors’ biographies, index. $24.95 cloth, ISBN 978-1-57441-503-2.)
The Turquoise Trail. By Laurie Evans Frantz. Images of America series.
(Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 2013. 127 pp. 191 halftones, maps.
$21.99 paper, ISBN 978-0-7385-9655-6.)
They Called Them Soldier Boys: A Texas Infantry Regiment in World War I. By
Gregory W. Ball. War and the Southwest Series, no. 11. (Denton: University
of North Texas Press, 2013. xv + 240 pp. 21 halftones, maps, tables, endnotes,
bibliography, index. $29.95 cloth, ISBN 978-1-57441-500-1.)
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“Pidge,” Texas Ranger. By Chuck Parsons. (College Station: Texas A&M
University Press, 2013. 200 pp. 18 halftones, maps, bibliography, index. $29.95
cloth, ISBN 978-1-60344-974-8.)

News Notes

Grants, Fellowships, and Awards
The Western History Association and Southern Methodist University’s Clements Center for Southwest Studies recently presented its annual book prize
to author and conservationist William deBuys for his book, A Great Aridness:
Climate Change and the Future of the American Southwest (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2011). The prize, renamed the David J. Weber-William P.
Clements Prize for the Best Non-Fiction Book on Southwestern America,
honors both the center’s founding director and its founding benefactor. In A
Great Aridness, deBuys paints a vivid picture of what the Southwest might
look like when the heat turns up and the water runs out. This semi-arid
region—vulnerable to water shortages, rising temperatures, wildfires, and
many other environmental challenges—is poised to bear the heaviest consequences of global environmental change in the United States. “A Great
Aridness is deeply researched, engagingly written, powerful in its arguments,
and of urgent importance to anyone interested in the Southwest,” wrote the
Weber-Clements Book Prize judging committee upon its selection. The
committee stated, “This is clearly the work of a mature scholar and writer at
the top of his game, and with a story to tell of critical importance.”

Archives, Exhibits, and Historic (Web) Sites
The New Mexico Museum of Art is pleased to present “Shiprock and
Mont St. Michel: Photographs by William Clift.” For almost four decades,
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Clift has photographed two monolithic sites that dominate their expansive
landscapes: Shiprock, an eroded volcanic form that rises above the northwestern New Mexico desert and is sacred to the Navajo (Diné); and Mont
St. Michel, a tidal island off the north coast of France that is famous for its
Romanesque-Gothic church and monastery. In this selection of more than
seventy beautiful photographs, Clift shares his ongoing, nuanced exploration
of the two places. The exhibition runs through 8 September 2013. The New
Mexico Museum of Art is located at 107 West Palace Avenue in Santa Fe,
New Mexico. For more information, call 505-476-5041 or visit the website:
http://www.nmartmuseum.org/.
The New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science presents “Titanic:
The Artifact Exhibition.” The exhibit features authentic artifacts recovered
from the wreck site of the world’s most famous sunken ocean liner. Visitors
can experience accurate re-creations of the ship’s interior and can even experience the true nature of an iceberg. The exhibit runs through 27 October
2013. The New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science is located at
1801 Mountain Road NW in Albuquerque, New Mexico. For more information, call 505-841-2800 or visit the website: www.nmnaturalhistory.org/titanic.
The New Mexico Farm and Ranch Heritage Museum presents “The Cañada
Alamosa Project: 4,000 Years of Agricultural History.” The exhibit explores
artifacts, photography, oral history, and interpretation of life and survival in
the Cañada Alamosa, an isolated and beautiful New Mexico canyon with
pithouse and pueblo ruins, Apache camps, and Euro-American homesteads.
The exhibition runs through 16 March 2014. The New Mexico Farm and
Ranch Heritage Museum is located at 4100 Dripping Springs Road, Las
Cruces, New Mexico. For more information, call 575-522-4100 or visit the
website: www.nmfarmandranchmuseum.org.
The Harwood Museum of Art presents “The Harwoods,” opening 21 September 2013. An exhibition of work by Burt and Lucy Harwood presented
on the occasion of the Harwood Museum of Art’s ninetieth anniversary. The
exhibit will run until 26 January 2014. The Harwood Museum is located at
238 Ledoux Street in Taos. For more information, call 575-758-9826 or visit
the website: www.harwoodmuseum.org.
The Georgia O’Keeffe Museum presents “Modern Nature: Georgia O’Keeffe
and Lake George,” opening on 4 October 2013. The Hyde Collection, in association with the Georgia O’Keeffe Museum, is organizing a first-of-its-kind
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exhibition that will closely examine the extraordinary body of work created by
O’Keeffe of and at Lake George. The exhibition will explore the full range of
work by the artist, from magnified botanical compositions of the flowers and
vegetables that O’Keeffe grew in her garden to a group of remarkable still
lifes of the apples and pears that she picked on the property. The exhibition
will run through 26 January 2013. The Georgia O’Keeffe Museum is located
at 217 Johnson Street in Santa Fe. For more information, call 505-946-1000
or visit the website: www.okeeffemuseum.org.
Calendar of Events
11–15 September The American Society for Ethnohistory will hold its annual
conference in New Orleans, Louisiana, at the Hotel Monteleone. For more
information, visit the website: www.ethnohsitory.org.
20–22 September The University of Colorado’s history graduate students will
hold their fourteenth Rocky Mountain Interdisciplinary History Conference.
This academic conference provides a congenial atmosphere in which graduate students may present papers, network with fellow graduate students, gain
experience in public speaking, and attend workshops specifically tailored
to graduate student interests. For more information, visit the website: www.
colorado.edu/Conferences/RMIHC.
26–29 September The Santa Fe Trail Association will hold its annual symposium in Ulysses, Kansas. The theme is “Surviving the Plains.” For more
information, visit the website: www.santafetrail.org.
9–12 October The Western History Association will hold its fifty-third annual
conference at the Westin La Paloma Resort and Spa in Tucson, Arizona.
For more information, visit the website: www.westernhistoryassociation.
wildapricot.org.
29 October–2 November The National Trust for Historic Preservation will
hold its annual conference in Indianapolis, Indiana. For more information,
visit the website: www.preservationnation.org/resources/training/npc/.
21–24 November The American Studies Association will hold its annual meeting at the Washington Hilton in Washington, D.C. For more information,
visit the website: http://www.theasa.net/annual_meeting/.
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The New Mexico Historical Review and the University of New Mexico
Thank the Family of Norman McDonald and Margaret Espinosa McDonald
for Three Decades of Sponsoring
the Gilberto Espinosa Prize
1983 to 2013
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Gilberto Espinosa Prize Award Winners, 1983–2013
John O. Baxter, “Restocking the Navajo Reservation after the Bosque Redondo,” vol. 58, no. 4, October 1983
Michael C. Meyer, “The Legal Relationship of Land to Water in Northern
Mexico and the Hispanic Southwest,” vol. 60, no. 1, January 1985
Robert M. Utley, “Billy the Kid and the Lincoln County War,” vol. 61, no.
2, April 1986
Jake W. Spidle, “‘An Army of Tubercular Invalids’: New Mexico and the
Birth of a Tuberculosis Industry,” vol. 61, no. 3, July 1986
Robert A. Trennert, “Fairs, Expositions, and the Changing Image of the
Southwestern Indians, 1876–1904,” vol. 62, no. 2, April 1987
John P. Wilson, “How the Settlers Farmed: Hispanic Villages and Irrigation
Systems in Early Sierra County, 1850–1900,” vol. 63, no. 4, October 1988
Martin Ridge, “The American West: From Frontier to Region,” vol. 64, no.
2, April 1989
Richard Eighme Ahlborn, “The Will of a Woman in 1762,” vol. 65, no. 3,
July 1990
G. Emlen Hall, “San Miguel del Bado and the Loss of the Common Lands
of the New Mexico Community Land Grants,” vol. 66, no. 4, October 1991
Elvis E. Fleming, “Sockless Jerry Simpson: The New Mexico Years, 1902–
1905,” vol. 69, no. 1, January 1994
Nancy N. Hanks, “French Secular Clergy in New Mexico Territory: Images
of the Mission,” vol. 70, no. 2, April 1995
Malcolm Ebright, “Advocates for the Oppressed: Indians, Genízaros and their
Spanish Advocates in New Mexico, 1700–1786,” vol. 71, no. 4, October 1996
Linda B. Hall and Don M. Coerver, “Woodrow Wilson, Public Opinion,
and the Punitive Expedition: A Re-Assessment,” vol. 72, no. 2, April 1997
Michael C. Meyer and Michael M. Brescia, “The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo as a Living Document: Water and Land Use Issues in Northern New
Mexico,” vol. 73, no. 4, October 1998
Colleen O’Neill, “The ‘Making’ of the Navajo Worker: Navajo Households,
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Off-Reservation Wage Work, 1948–1960,”
vol. 74, no. 4, October 1999
Rick Hendricks and Gerald J. Mandell, “Juan Manso, Frontier Entrepreneur,”
vol. 75, no. 3, July 2000
Malcolm Ebright, “Sharing the Shortages: Water Litigation and Regulation
in Hispanic New Mexico, 1600–1850,” vol. 76, no. 1, January 2001
Rick Hendricks and Gerald Mandell, “Francisco de Lima, Portuguese Merchants of Parral, and the New Mexico Trade, 1638–1675,” vol. 77, no. 3, July 2002
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Malcolm Ebright, Teresa Escudero, and Rick Hendricks, “Tomás Vélez
Cachupín’s Last Will and Testament, His Career in New Mexico, and His
Sword with a Golden Hilt,” vol. 78, no. 3, July 2003
John L. Kessell, “Juan Bautista de Anza, Father and Son: Pillars of New
Spain’s Far North,” vol. 79, no. 2, April 2004
Rick Hendricks and Gerald Mandell, “Allegations of Extortion: New Mexico
Residencias of the mid-1600s,” vol. 80, no. 1, January 2005
Thomas W. Kavanagh, “Pieces of an Historic, Folkloric Detective Story,” vol.
81, nos. 1 and 3, January and July 2006
Jennifer Nez Denetdale, “Discontinuities, Remembrances, and Cultural
Survival: History, Diné/Navajo Memory, and the Bosque Redondo Memorial,” vol. 82, no. 3, summer 2007; and Elizabeth Archuleta, “History Carved
in Stone: Memorializing Po’pay and Oñate, or Recasting Racialized Regimes
of Representation?” vol. 82, no. 3, July 2007
Enrique Lamadrid, “Rutas del Corazón: Pilgrimage and Cultural Commerce
on the Camino Real de Tierra,” with photographs by Miguel Gandert, vol.
83, no. 4, October 2008
Richard Flint, “Without Them, Nothing Was Possible: The Coronado Expedition’s Indian Allies,” vol. 84, no. 1, January 2009
Richard Melzer, “New Deal Success or ‘Noble Failure’?: Bosque Farms’ Early
Years as a Federal Resettlement Project, 1935–1939,” vol. 85, no. 1, January
2010; and James Bartek, “‘The More of Them Are Killed the Better’: Racial
Identity and Noncombatant Immunity in Civil War New Mexico,” vol. 85,
no. 4, October 2010
Christoph Laucht, “‘Los Alamos in a Way Was a City of Foreigners’: GermanSpeaking Emigré Scientists and the Making of the Atom Bomb at Los Alamos,
New Mexico, 1943–1946,” vol. 86, no. 2, April 2011
Nancy Owen Lewis, “High and Dry in New Mexico: Tuberculosis and the
Politics of Health,” vol. 87, no. 2, April 2012

2 N new mexico historical review

volume 88, number 3

summer 2013

author N 3

4 N new mexico historical review

volume 88, number 3

summer 2013

author N 5

6 N new mexico historical review

volume 88, number 3

JOIN US FOR THE 53RD ANNUAL
WESTERN HISTORY ASSOCIATION
CONFERENCE

Vital Signs:
Earth, Power, Lives

TUCSON, ARIZONA
OCTOBER 9—12, 2013
For more information, visit us online at
www.westernhistoryassociation.wildapricot.org
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